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ADVERTISEMENT 


TO 


THE SECOND EDITION. 


THE author had no thoughts of re-printing the present 
publication till he was repeatedly requested to do so from 
very respectable quarters. 

The corrections and additions, which form a considerable 
part of this edition, are such as, after a lapse of fifteen years, 
the writer thought it proper to make. It would be inexcusa- 
ble for him to have lived all this time, without gaining any 
additional light by what he has seen and heard upon the sub- 
ject; and still more so, to publish a second edition, without 
doing all in his power towards improving it. The omissions, 
however, which also are considerable, are not always owing 
to a disapprobation of the sentiment; but to other things pre- 
senting themselves, which appeared to be more immediately 


in point. 
1801. 
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PREFACE 


TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


we 


oo 


* 


_ Wuen the following pages were written, (1781,) the au- 
thor had no intention of publishing them. He had formerly en- 
tertained different sentiments. For some few years, however, 
he had begun to doubt whether all his principles on these 
subjects were scriptural. These doubts arose chiefly from 
thinking on some passages of scripture ; particularly, the lat- 
ter part of the second Psalm, where kings who set themselves 
against the Lord, and against his Anointed, are positively 
commanded to kiss the Son: also, the preaching of John the 
Baptist, Christ, and his apostles; who, he found, did not 
hesitate to address unconverted sinners ; and that, in the most 
pointed'manner: saying, Repent, for the kingdom of heaven 
is at hand.—Repent, and be converted, that your sins may 
be blotted out. And it appeared, to him, there must be a 
most unwarrantable force put upon these passages, to make 
them mean any other repentance and faith than such as are 
connected with salvation. 

Reading the lives and labours of such menas Elliot, Brain- 
erd, and several others, who preached Christ with so much 
success to the American Indians, had an effect upon him. 
Their work, like that of the apostles, seemed to be plain be- 
fore them. They appeared, to him, in their addresses to . 
those poor, benighted heathens, to have none of those diffi- 
culties with which he felt himselfencumbered. | These things 

Vou. I. B 
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led him to the throne of ‘grace, to implore instruction and 
resolution. He saw that he wanted both; the one to know 
_ ‘the mind of Christ, and the other to avow it. 

He was, for some time, however, deterred from disclosing 
his doubts. During nearly four years, they occupied his mind ; 
and not without increasing. Being once in company with a 
minister whom he greatly respected, it was thrown out, as a 
matter of inquiry, Whether we had generally entertained 
just notions concerning unbelief. It was common to speak of 
unbelief as a calling in question the truth of our own person- 
al religion; whereas he remarked, “It was the calling in’ 
question the truth of what God had said.” This remark ap- 
peared to carry in it its own evidence. ie ' 

From this time, his thoughts upon the subject began to en- 
large. He preached upon it more than once. From hence, 
he was led to think on its opposite, faith, and to consider it 

as a@ persuasion of the truth of what God has said ; and, of 
course, to suspect his former views concerning its not being 
the duty of unconverted sinners. 

He was aware, that the generality of Christians with whom 
he was acquainted, viewed the belief of the gospel as some 
thing presupposed in faith, rather than as being of the essence 
of it; and considered the contrary as the opinion of Mr. 
Sandeman, which they were agreed in rejecting, as favour- 
able to a dead or inoperative kind of faith. He thought, 
however, that what they meant by a belief of the gospel was 
nothing more than a general assent to the doctrines of reve; 
lation, unaccompanied with love to them, or a dependence on 
the Lord Jesus Christ for salvation. He had no doubt but 
that such a notion of the subject ought to be rejected: and, if 
this be the notion of Mr. Sandeman, (which, by the way, he 
does not know, having never read any of his works,) he has 


no scruple in saying, it is far from any thing which he intends 
to advance.* 


*Since the first edition of this piece made its appearance, the author 
has seen Mr. Sandeman’s writings, and those of Mr. A. M‘Lean, who, on 
this subject, seems to agree with Mr. Sandeman. Justice requires him 
to say, that these writers do not appear to plead for a kind of faith which 
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it appeared to him, that we had taken unconverted sinners 
too much upon their word, when they told us that they be- 
lieved the gospel. He did not doubt but that they might be- 
lieve many things concerning Jesus Christ and his salvation ; 
but, being blind to the glory of God, as it is displayed in the 
face of Jesus Christ, their belief of the gospel. must be very 
superficial, extending only toa few facts, without any sense of 
their real, intrinsic excellency ; which, strictly speaking, is 

not faith. ‘Those who see no form nor comeliness in the Mes- 
siah, nor beauty, that they should desire him, are described 
as not believing the report concerning him.* 

He had also read and considered, as well as he was able, 
President Edwards’s Inquiry into the Freedom of the Will, 
with some other performances on the difference between natu- 
ral and moral inability. He found much satisfaction in this 
distinction; as it appeared, to him, to carry with it its own 
evidence—to be clearly and fully contained in the scriptures 
—and calculated to disburden the Calvinistic system of a num- 
ber ‘of calumnies with which its enemies have loaded it, as 
well as to afford clear and honourable conceptions of the di- 
vine government. If it were not the duty of unconverted sin- 
ners to believe in Christ, and that, because of their inability ; 
he supposed this inability must be natural, or something which 
did not arise from an evil disposition; but, the more he ex- 
amined the scriptures, the more he was convinced, that all 
the inability ascribed to man, with respect to believing, arises 
from the aversion of his heart. They will nof come to 
Christ, that they may have life ; w7d not hearken to the voice 
of the charmer, charm he never so wisely ; will not seek af- 
ter God ; and desire not the knowledge of his ways. 

He wishes to avoid the spirit into which we are apt to be 
betrayed, when engaged in controversy,—that of magnifying 


isnot followed with love, or by a dependence on Christ alone for salva- 

tion; but their idea of faith itself goes to exclude every thing cordial 

from it. Though he accords with them, in considering the belief of 

the gospel as saving faith; yet there is an important difference in the 

ideas which they attach to believing. This difference, with some other 

things, is examined in an Appendix, at the end of this edition. F 
* Tsaiah liii. 1, 2. 
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the importance of the subject beyond its proper bounds : yet 
he seriously thinks, the subject treated of in the following 
pages is of no small importance. To him, it appears to be 
the same controversy, for substance, as that which, in all ages, 
has subsisted between God and an apostate world. God has 
ever maintained these two principles: All that is evil is of 
the creature; and to him belongs the blame of it: and, All 
that is good is of himself; and to him belongs the praise of 
it. To acquiesce in both these positions; is too much for the 
carnal heart. The advocates for free-will would seem to yield 
the former ; acknowledging themselves blameworthy for the 
evil: but they cannot admit the latter. Whatever honour 
they may allow to the general grace of God, they are for as- 
cribing the preponderance in favour of virtue and eternal life, 
to their own good improvement of it. Others, who profess 
to be advocates for free grace, appear to be willing that God 
should have all the honour of their salvation, in case they 
should be saved; but they discover the strongest aversion to 
take to themselves the blame of their destruction, in case they 
should be lost. To yield both these points to God, is to fall 
under in the grand controversy with him, and to acquiesce in 
his revealed will ; which acquiescence includes repentance 
towards God, and faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ. In- 


deed it were not very difficult to prove, that each, in rejecting 


one of these truths, does not, in reality, embrace the other. 


The Arminian, though he professes to take the blame of the 
evil upon himself, yet feels no guilt for being a sinner, any 


further than he imagines he could, by the help of divine grace, 
given to him and all mankind, have avoided it. If he admit 
the native depravity of his heart, it is his misfortune, not his 
fault: his fault lies, not in being im a state of alienation and 
aversion from God, but in not rating the best use of the grace 
of God to get out of it, And the Antinomian, though he as- 
cribes salvation to free grace, yet feels no obligation for the 
pardon of his impenitence, his unbelief, or his constant aver- 
sion to God, during his supposed unregeneracy. Thus, as in 
many other cases, opposite extremes are known to meet. 
Where no grace is given, they are united in supposing that 
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no duty can be required; which, if true, grace is no more 
grace. 

The following particulars are premised, for the; sake of a 
clear understanding of the subject :— 

First: There is no dispute about the doctrine of election, 
or any of the discriminating doctrines of grace. They are 
allowed on both sides ; and it is granted, that none ever did, 
or will, believe in Christ, but those who are chosen of God 
from eternity. The question does dot turn upon what are the 
causes of salvation, but rather, upon what are the causes of 
damnation. ‘ Noman,” as Mr. Charnock happily expresses — 
it, is an unbeliever, but because he will be so; and every 
man is not an unbeliever, because the grace of God conquers 
some, changeth their wills, and bends them to Christ.’’* 

Secondly: Neither is there any dispute concerning who 
ought to be encouraged to consider themselves as entitled to 
the blessings of the gospgl. Though sinners be freely invited 
to the participation of spiritual blessings; yet they have no 
interest in them, according to God’s revealed Fi, while they 
continue in unbelief: nor is it any part of the design of these 
pages, to persuade them to believe that they have. On the 
contrary the writer is fully convinced, that, whatever be the 
secret purpose of God concerning them, they are at present 
under the curse. 

Thirdly : The question is not, whether men are bound to 
do any thing more than the law requires ; but, whether the 
law, as the invariable standard of right and wrong, does not 
require every man cordially to embrace whatever God re- 
veals : in other words, whether love to God with all the heart, 
soul, mind, and strength, does not include a cordial reception 
of whatever plan he shall, at any period of time, disclose ? 

Fourthly : The question is not, whether men are required 
to believe any more than is reported in the gospel, or any 
thing that is not true; hut, whether that which is reported 
ought not to be believed with all the heart; and whether this 
be not saving faith? 


* Discourses, Vol. II. p, 473. 
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Fifthly : It is no part of the controversy, whether uricon- 
verted sinners be able to turn to God, and to embrace the 
gospel : but what kind of inability they lie under with respect 
to these exercises ? Whether it consists in the want of natu- 
ral powers and advantages, or merely in the want of a heart 
to make a right use of them? If the former, obligation, it is 
granted, would be set aside; but, if the latter, it remains in 
full force. They that are in the flesh cannot please God: 
but it does not follow, that they are not obliged to do so; and 
this their obligation requires to be clearly insisted on, that the 
may be convinced of their sin, and so induced to embrace the 
gospel remedy. . 

Sixthly : The question is ‘not, whether faith be required of 
sinners as a virtue, which, if complied with, shall be the 
ground of their acceptance with God; or that on account of 
which they may be justified in his sight: but, whether it be 
not required as the appointed mean of salvation. The right- 
eousness of Jesus believed in, is the only ground of justifica- 
tion ; but faith in him is necessary to our being interested in 
it. We remember the fatal example of the Jews, which the 
apostle Paul holds up to our view. The Gentiles, saith he, 
who followed not after righteousness, have attained to right- 
eousness 3 even the righteousness which is of faith: but Israel, 
who followed after the law of righteousness, hath not attain- 
ed to the law of righteousness : WHEREFORE? BECAUSE THEY 
SOUGHT IT NOT BY FAITH, but, as it were, by the works of the 
law ; for they stumbled at that stumbling-stone.* Though 
we had not been elsewhere told, that in doing this they were 
disobedient ;t yet our judgments must be strangely warped 
by system, if we did not conclude it to be their sin, and that 
by which they fell and perished. And we dare not but charge 
our hearers, whether they will hear or whether they will 
forbear, to beware of stumbling upon the same stone, and of 
falling after the same example of unbelief. 

Finally : The question is not, whether unconverted sinners 
be the subjects of exhortation ; but, whether they ought to be 
exhorted to perform spiritual duties? It is beyond all dispute, 


* Rom. ix. 30—32. + 1 Peter ii. 8. 
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that the scriptures do exhort them to many things. If, there- 
fore, there be any professors of Christianity who question 
the propriety of this, and who would have nothing said to’ 
them, except that, ‘“ if they be elected they will be called,” 
they are not to be reasoned with, but rebuked, as setting them- 
selves in direct opposition to the word of God. The greater 
part of those who may differ from the author on these sub- 
jects, it is presumed, will admit the propriety of sinners being 
- exhorted to duty ; only this duty must, as they suppose, be 
confined to merely natural exercises, or such as may be com- 
plied with by a carnal heart, destitute of the love of God. It 
is one design of the following pages to show, that God re- 
quires the heart, the whole heart, and nothing but the heart ; 
that all the precepts of the Bible are only the different rode: 
in which we are required to express our love to him ; that, 
instead of its being true, that sinners are obliged to perform 
duties which have no spirituality in them, there are no such 
duties to be performed ; and that, so far from their being ex- 
horted to every thing, excepting what is spiritually good, they 
are exhorted to nothing else. The scriptures undoubtedly 
require them to read, to hear, to repent, and to pray, that their 
sins may be forgiven them. It is not, however, in the exer- 
cise of a carnal, but of a spiritual state of mind, that these 
duties are performed. 
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THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST WORTHY 
OF ALL oes EAE, 


| PART I. # 


Vee THE SUBJECT IS SHOWN TO BE IMPORTANT, tet AND 
EXPLAINED. 


\ 

Gop, having blessed mankind with the glorious gospel of. his 
Son, hath spoken much in his word, as it might be supposed 
he would, of the treatment which it should receive from those 
to whom it was addressed. A cordial reception of it is call- 
ed, in scripture, receiving Christ, allowing him, believing in 
him, &c. and the contrary, refusing, disallowing, and reject- 
ing him; and those who thus reject him, are, in so doing, 
said to judge themselves unworthy of everlasting life.* These 
are things on which the New Testament largely insists : great 
stress is there laid on the reception which the truth shall 
meet with. The same lips which commissioned the apostles 
to go and preach the gospel to ever y creature, added, He that 
BELIEVETH AND IS BAPTIZED, SHALL BE SAY ED}; BUT HE THAT 
BELIEVETH NOT, SHALL BE DAMNED. To as many as RE- 
GEIVED HIM, to them gave he power to become the sons of God ; 
but to them who received iim not, but refused him, and re- 
jected his way of salvation, he became a stumbling-stone, and 
a rock of offence, that they might stumble, and fall, and pe- 
rishge Thus the gospel, according to the different reception it 


* John i. 12, iii. 16. Psa. cxviii, 22. Matt. xxi. 42, 1 Peter i. 7, 
Acts xiii, 46. ‘ 
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_ meets with, becomes a savour of life unto life, or of death unto 
death.* 

The controversies which have arisen concerning faith in 
Jesus Christ, are not so much an object of surprise, as the 
conduct of those, who, professing to be Christians, affect to 
decry the subject as a matter of little or no importance. 
There is not any principle or exercise of the human mind, of 
which the. New Testament speaks so frequently, and on which 
so great a stress is laid. And, with regard to the inquiry, 
whether faith be required of all men who hear, or have op- 
portunity to hear the word, it cannot be uninteresting. If it 
be not, to inculcate it would be unwarrantable and cruel to our : 
fellow-sinners, as it subjects them to an additional charge of 
abundance of guilt : but if it be, to explain it away is to un- 

{ dermine the divine prerogative, and, as far as it goes, to sub- 
vert the very intent of the promulgation of the gospel, which 
is, that men should believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son 
of God, and, believing, have life through his name.t This 
is doubtless a very serious thing, and ought to be seriously 
considered. ‘Though some good men may be implicated in 
this matter, it becomes them to remember, that whosoever 
breaketh one of the least of Christ’s commandments, and 
teacheth men so, shall be called the least in the kingdom of 
heaven. If believing be a commandment, it cannot be one 
of the least: the important relations which it sustains, as well. 
as the dignity of its object, must prevent this: the knowledge 
of sin, repentance for it, and gratitude for pardoning mercy, 
all depend upon our admitting it. And, if it be a great com- 
mandment, the breach of it must be a great sin: and whoso- 
ever teaches men otherwise, is a partaker of their guilt; and, 
if they perish, will be found to have been accessary to their 
eternal ruin. Let it be considered, whether the apostle to the 
Hebrews did not proceed upon such principles, when he ex- 
claimed, How shall we escape if we neglect so GREAT sdlva- 
tion? And the Lord Jesus himself, when he declared, He Tar 
BELIEVETH NOT SHALL BE DAMNED! 
In order to determine, whether faith in Christ be the duty 
= 
* Mark xvi. 16. 1 Peter ii. 8. 2 Cor. ii. 16. 
+ John xx. 31. 
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of all men who have opportunity to hear the gospel, it will 
be necessary to determine what it is, or wherein it consists. 
“Some have maintained that it consists in a persuasion of our 
interest in Christ, and in all the benefits and blessings of his 
mediation, The author of The Further Inquiry, Mr. L. 
Wayman, of Kimbolton, who wrote about sixty years ago 
upon the subject, questions, “ Whether. there be any act of 
special faith, which hath not the nature of appropriation in 
it 5” (p. 13.) and by appropriation he appears to mean, a per- 
_suasion of our interest in spiritual blessings. This is the 
ground upon which he rests the main body of his argument: 
to overturn it, therefore, will be, in effect, to answer his book. 
Some, who would not be thought to maintain that a persuasion 
of interest in Christ, is essential to faith, for the sake of many 
Christians whom they cannot but observe, upon this principle, 
to be, generally speaking, unbelievers, yet maintain what fully 
implies it. Though they will allow, for the comfort of such 
Christians, that assurance is not of the essence of faith, un- 
derstanding by assurance, an assured persuasion of our salya- 
tion; but, that @ reliance on Christ is sufficient; yet, in al- 
most all other things, they speak as if they did not believe 
what, at those times, they say. It is common for such per- 
sons to call those fears which occupy the minds of Christians, 
lest they should miss of salvation at last, by the name of un- 
belief; and to reprove them for being guilty of this God-dis- 
honouring sin, exhorting them to be strong in faith, like 
Abraham, giving glory to God ; when all that is meant is, that 
they should, without doubting, believe the goodness of their 
state. If this be saving faith, it must inevitably follow, that 
it is not the duty of unconverted sinners ; for they are not 
interested in Christ, and it cannot possibly be their duty to be- 
lieve a lie. Butif it can be proved, that the proper object 
of saving faith is, not our being interested in Christ, but the 
glorious gospel of the ever-blessed God; (which is true, 
whether we believe it, or not;) a contrary inference must be 
drawn: for it is admitted on all hands, that it is the duty of 
every man to believe what God reveals. 
I have no objection to allowing that true faith ‘hath in it 
the nature of appropriation ;”” if by this term be meant an 
application of the truths believed, to our own particular cases. 
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«When the scriptures teach,” says a pungent writer, ‘* we 
are to receive instruction, for the enlightening of our own 
minds; when they admonish, we are to take warning ; when 
they reprove, we are to be checked ; when they comfort, we 
are to be cheered and encouraged ; and when they recom- 
mend any grace, we are to desire and embrace it ; when they 
command any duty, we are to hold ourselves sinha to do it ; 
when they promise, we are to hope ; when they threaten, we 
are to be terrified, as if the judgment were denounced against 
us; and when they forbid ary sin, we are to think they forbid 
it unto.us. By which application we shall make alt the rich 
treasures contained in the scriptures wholly our own, and in 
such a powerful and peculiar manner enjoy the fruit and bene- 
fit of them, as if they had been wholly written for ws, aud none 
other else besides us.”* 

By saving faith, we undoubtedly embrace Christ for our- 
selves, in the same sense as Jacob embraced Jehovah as his 
God (Gen. xxviii. 21.) ; that is, toa rejecting of every idol 
that stands in competition with him. Christ is all-sufficient, 
and suited to save us, as well as others; and it is for the 
forgiveness of our sins, that we put our trust in him. But 
this is very different from a persuasion of our being in a state 
of salvation. 

My objections to this notion of faith are as follows :— 
_ First : Nothing can be an object of faith, except what God 
has revealed in his word: but the interest that any individual ~ 
has in Christ and the blessings of the gospel, more than an- 
other, is not revealed. God has no where declared, concern- 
ing any one of us, as individuals, that we shall be saved: all 
that he has revealed on this subject respects us as characters. 
He has abundantly promised, that all who believe in him, love 
him, and obey him, shall be saved; and a persuasion, that, if 
we sustain these characters, we shall be saved, is, doubtless, 
an exercise of faith: but whether we do, or not, is an object, 
not of faith, but of consciousness. Hereby we do know that: 
we know him, if we keep his commandments. Whose keepeth 
his word, in him verily is the love of God perfected: hereby 
know we that we are in him,—My little children, let us not 
love in word and in tongue, but in deed and in truth : hereby 


* Downame’s Guide to Godliness, p, 647. 
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‘we know that we are of the truth, and shall assure our hearts 
before him.* Ifany one imagine that God has revealed to him 
his interest in his love; and this, in a special, immediate, and 
extraordinary ‘manner, and not by exciting in him the holy ex- 
ercises of grace, and thereby begetting a consciousness of his 
being a subject of grace, let him beware, lest he deceive his 
soul. The Jews were not wanting in what some would call 
the faith of assurance: We have one Futher, said they, even 
God: but Jesus answered, ak God were your Father, ye would 
love me. 

Secondly : The scriptures always represent faith as termi- 
nating on something without us; namely, on Christ, and the 
truths concerning him: but if it consist in a persuasion of 
our being ina state of salvation, it must terminate, princi- 
pally, on something within us ; namely the work of grace in 
‘our hearts: for to believe myself interested in Christ, is the 
same thing as to believe myself a subject of special grace. 
And hence, as was said, it is common for many who entertain 

‘this notion of faith, to consider its opposite, unbelief, as a 
‘doubting whether we have been really converted. But as it is 
the truth and excellence of the things to be interested in, and 
not his interest in them, that the sinner is apt to disbe- 
lieve ; so it is these, and not that, on which the faith, of the 
believer primarily terminates. Perhaps, what relates to per- 
sonal interest may, in general, more properly be called hope, 
than faith ; and its opposite, fear, than unbelief. 

Thirdly : To believe ourselves ina state of salvation, (how- 
‘ever desirable, when grounded on evidence.) is far inferior, in 
its object, to saving faith. The grand object on which faith 
fixes, is the glory of Christ; and not the happy condition we 
are in, as interested in him. The latter, doubtless, affords 
‘great consolation ; and the more we discover of his excellence, 
the more ardently shall we desire an interest in him, and be 
the more disconsolate, while it continues a matter of dcubt. 
But, if we be concerned only for our own security, our faith is 
vain, and we are yet in oursins. As that repentance which 
fixes merely on the consequences of sin, as subjecting us to 
misery, is selfish and spurious ; so that faith which fixes mere- 
ly on the consequences of Christ’s mediation, as raising us to 
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happiness, is equally selfish and spurious. It is the peculiar 
property of true faith, to endear Christ: Unto you that be- 
lieve, ne is precious. And, where this is the case, if there be 
no impediments, arising from constitutional dejection, or other . 
accidental causes, we shall be in, doubt about an interest 
in him. Consolation will accompany the faith of the gospel : 
Being justified by faith, we have peace with God, through our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 

Fourthly : All those exercises of faith which our Lord so 
highly commends in the New Testament, as that of the cen- 
turion, the woman of Canaan, and others, are represented as 
terminating on his all-sufficiency to heal them ; and not as con- 
sisting in a persuasion that they were interested in the divine 
favour, and, therefore, should succeed. Speak the word only, 
says the one, and my servant shall be healed: for I am aman 
in authority, having soldiers under me; and I say to this 
man, Go, and he goeth: and to another, Come, and he cometh: 
and to my servant, Do this, and he doeth it. Such was the 
persuasion which the other entertained of his all-sufficiency to 
help her, that she judged it enough, if she might but partake 
of the crumbs of his table—the scatterings, as it were, of mer- 
cy. Similar to this is the following language :—If JI may 
but touch the hem of his garments, I shall be made whole.— 
Believe ye that 1am asue todo this? They said unto him, 
yea, Lord.—Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst make me clean.— 
If thou cansr do any thing, have compassion on us, and help 
us: Jesus said, if thou canst believe, all things are possible 
to him that believeth. 1 allow that the case of these people, 
and that of a sinner applying for forgiveness, are not exactly 
the same. Christ had no where promised to heal all who 
came for healing: but he has graciously bound himself not to 
cast out any whocome te him for mercy. On this account, 
there is a greater ground for faith in the willingness of Christ 
to save, than there was in his willingness to heal: and there 

, was less unbeliefin the saying of the leper, Ir THov WILT, 
thou canst make me clean, than there would be in similar lan- 
guage from one who, convinced of his own utter ‘insufficiency, 
applied to him for salvation.) But a persuasion of Christ be- 
ing both able and willing to save all them that come unto God 
by him, and, consequently, to save us, if we so apply, is very 
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different from a persuasion that we are the children of God, 
and interested in the blessings of the gospel. 

Mr. Anderson, an American writer, has lately published a 
pamphlet on the Scripture-doctrine of the Appropriation, which 
is in the Nature of saving Faith. The scheme which he at- 
tempts to defend, is that of Hervey, Marshall, &c. or that 
which, in Scotland, is known by the name of the Marrow doc- 
trine.* These divines write much about the gospel containing 
a gift or grant, of Christ and spiritual blessings to sinners of 
mankind; and that it is the office of faith so to receive the 
gift, as to claim it as our own; and thus they seem to have 
supposed that it becomes our own. But the gospel contains 
no gift or grant, to mankind in general, beyond that of an 
offer, or free invitation; and thus, indeed, Mr. Boston, in his 
notes on the Marrow of Modern Divinity, seems to explain it. 
It warrants every sinner to believe in Christ for salvation ; 
but no one to conclude himself interested in salvation, till he 
has believed: consequently, such a conclusion, even where 
it is well founded, cannot be faith, but that which follows it. 

Mr. Anderson. is careful to distinguish the appropriation for 
which he contends, from ‘‘ the knowledge of our being be- , 
lievers, or already in a state of grace.” (p. 61.) He also 
acknowledges, that the ground of saving faith ‘* is something 
that may be known before, and in order to the act of faith ;” 
that it is “among the things that are revealed, and which be- 
long to us and to our children.” (p. 60.) Yet he makes it of 
the essence of faith, to believe ‘‘ that Christ 2s ours.” (p. 56.) 
It must be érue, then, that Christ is ours, antecedently to our 
believing it, and whether we belieye it or not. This, it seems, 
Mr. Anderson will admit : for he holds that ‘* God hath made 
a gift or grant, of Christ and spiritual blessings, to sinners of 
mankind ;” and which denominates him ours “ before we be- 
lieve it.”’ Yet he does not-admit the final salvation of all to 
whom Christ is thus supposed tobe given. To what, there- 
fore, does the gift amount, more than to a free invitation, con- 
cerning which his opponents have no dispute with him? A 
free invitation, though it affords a warrant to apply for mercy, 


* Alluding to a work published some years since, under the title of 
The Marrow of Modern Divinity. 
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and that with an ‘assurance of success ; yet gives no interest 
in its blessings, but on the supposition of its being accepted. 
Neither does the gift, for which Mr. A. contends: nothing is 
conveyed by it, that ensures any man’s salvation. All the au- 
thor says, therefore, against what he calls condztions of salva- 
tion, is no less applicable to his own scheme, than to that of. 
his opponents. His scheme is as really conditional as theirs. 
The condition which it prescribes for our becoming interested 
in the blessings of eternal life, so interested, however, as to 
possess them, is to believe them to be our own; and without 
this, he supposes, we shall never enjoy them. 

He contends, indeed, that the beliefof the promises cannot 
be called a condition of our rights to claim an interest in them: 
because, if such belief be claiming an interest in them, it 
would be making a thing the condition of itself. (pp. 50, 51.) 
But to this itis replied: First, Although Mr. A. considers 
saving faith as including appropriation, yet this is only one idea 
which -he ascribes to it. He explains it as consisting of three 
things : a persuasion of divine truth, wrought in the heart by 
the Holy Spirit; a sure persdiision and an appropriating 
persuasion of Christ’s being ours. (pp. 54—56.) Now, though 
it were allowed that the last branch of this definition is the 
same thing as claiming an interest in the promises, and, there- 
fore, cannot be reckoned the condition of it; yet this is more 
than can be said of the former two, which are no less essential 
to saving faith, than the other. Secondly, The sense in which 
the promise is taken, by what is called appropriating faith, is 
not the same as that in which it is given in the promise itself. 
As given in the word, the promise is general, applying equal- 
ly to one sinner, as to another ; but, as taken, it is considered 
as particular, and as ensuring salvation. Thirdly, If an in- 
terest in the righteousness of Christ were the immediate object 
of saving faith, how could it be said, that unto us it shall be 
imputed, if we believe on him that raised up Jesus from the 
dead? If Christ’s righteousness be ours, it must be so as im- 
puted to us: but this would be making the apostle say, if we 
believe Christ’s righteousness to be imputed to us, it‘ shall be 
imputed to us. 

{have no partiality for calling faith, or any thing done by 
us, the condition of salvation ; and, if by the term were meant 
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a deed to be performed, of which the promised good is the 
reward, it would be inadmissible. If I had used the term, it 
would have been merely to express the necessary connexion 
of things, or, that faith is that without which there is no salva- 
tion ; and, in this sense, it is no less a condition in Mr. A:’s 
scheme, than in that which he opposes. He thinks, however, 
that the promises of God are, by his statement of things, dis- 
encumbered. of conditions : yet, how he can prove that God 
has absolutely given Christ and spiritual blessings to multi- 
tudes who will never possess them, I am at a loss to conceive. 
{ should have supposed, that whatever God has absolutely 
promised would take effect. He says, indeed, that “ the Lord 
may give an absolute promise to those who, in the event, 
never come to the actual enjoyment of the promised blessing, 
as in the case of the Israelites being brought to the good land ; 
(Exod. iii, 17.) though the bulk.of them that left Egypt per- 
ished in the wilderness through unbelief.” (p. 43.) It is true, 
God absolutely promised to plant them, “‘ as @ nation, in the 
good land, and this he performed ; but he did not absolutely 
promise that every individual who left Eg sypt should be amongst 
them. So far as it respected individuals, (unless it were in 
reference to Caleb and Joshua.) the promise was not absolute. 

Upon the mere ground of Christ being exhibited in the 
gospel, “I am persuaded,” says Mr. A. that he is my Sa- 
viour ; nor can I, without casting reproach upon the wisdom, 
faithfulness, and mercy of God, in setting him forth, entertain 
any doubts about my justification and salvation through his 
name.” (p. 65.) Has God promised justification and salva- 
tion, then, to every one to whom Christ is exhibited? If he 
has, it doubtless belongs to faith to give him credit ; but, in 
this case, we ought also to maintain that the promise will be 
performed, whatever be the state of our minds; for, though 
we believe not, he abideth faithful. On the other hand, if the 
blessing of justification, though freely offered to all, be only 
promised to believers, it is not faith, but presumption, to be 
persuaded of my justification, any otherwise than as being 
conscious of my believing in Jesus for it. 

Mr. A. illustrates his doctrine by a similitade. ‘ Suppose 
that a great and generous prince had made a grant, to a. cer- 
tain class of persons therein described, of large estates, in- 
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cluding all things suitable to their condition ; and had pub- ° 
licly declared, that whosoever of the persons so described 
would believe such an estate, in virtue of the grant now men- 
tioned, to be his own, should not be disappointed, but should 
immediately enter upon the granted estate, according to the 
order specified in the grant. Suppose, too, that the royal do- 
nor had given the grant in writing, and had added his seal, 
and his oath, and his gracious invitation, and his most earnest 
entreaty, and his authoritative command, to induce the persons 
described in the grant to accept of it. It is evident, that any 
one of these persons, having had access to read or hear the 
grant, must either be verily persuaded that the granted estate 
is his own, or be chargeable with an attempt to bring dishon- 
our upon the goodness, the veracity, the power, the authority 
of the donor ; on account of which attempt, he is liable, not 
only to be debarred for ever ‘from the granted estate, but to 
suffer a most exemplary and tremendous punishment.” p. 66. 

I suppose the object of this similitude is expressed in the 
sentence, ‘‘ ft is evident, that any one of these persons, hav- 
ing had access to read or hear the grant, must either be veri- 
ly persuaded that the granted estate zs jus own ; or be charge- 
able with dishonouring the donor.’? In what sense, then, zs 
it his own ? He is freely invited to partake of it: that is all. 
It is not so his own, but that he may ultimately be debarred 
from possessing it : but, in whatever sense it is his own, that 
is the only sense in which he is warranted to believe it to be so. 
If the condition of his actually possessing it, be his believing 
that he shall actually possess it, he must believe what was not 
revealed at the time, except conditionally, and what would 
not have been true, but for his believing it. 

The above similitude may serve to illustrate Mr. A.’s 
scheme ; but I know of nothing like it, either in the concerns 
of men, or the oracles of God. I will venture to say, there 
never was a gift, or grant, made upon any such terms ; and the 
man that should make it, would expose himself to ridicule. 
The scriptures furnish us with an illustration of another kind. 
The gospel is a feast, freely provided ; and sinners of man- 
kind are freely invited to partake of it. There is no men- 
tion of any gift, or grant, distinct from this ; but this itself is 
a ground sufficient. It affords a complete warrant for any sin- 
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ner, not, indeed, to believe the provisions to be his own 
whether he accept the invitation or not ; but that, relinquish- 
ing every thing that stands in competition with them, and re- 
ceiving them as a free gift, they shall be his own, ff we con- 
fess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins.— 
To us it shall be imputed, if we believe on him that raised up 
Jesus our Lord from the dead. Those who were persuaded 
to embrace the invitation, are not described as coming to make 
a claim of it as their property ; but as gratefully accepting it « 
and those who refused, are not represented as doubting whether 
the feast was provided for them; but as making light of it, 
and preferring their farms and merchandise before it. 

In short, if this writer can prove it to be true, that justifica- 
tion and eternal life are absolutely given, granted, and promis- 
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‘ed, to all who hear the gospel, there can be no dispute, wheth- 
er saving faith includes the belief of it with respect to our- 
selves, nor whether it be a duty: but, ifthe thing be false, it 
can be no part of the faith of the gospel, nor of the duty of 
a sinner to give credit to it. 

But to return. That the belief of the truth which God 
hath revealed in the scriptures concerning Christ, is saving 
faith, is evident from the following passages :—-Go, preach the 
gospel to every creature: he that believeth and is baptized, 
shall be saved. Believing, here, manifestly refers to the gos- 
pel to be preached, and the rejection of which would subject 
the unbeliever to certain damnation.—These things are writ- 
ten, that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God, and that, believing, ye might have life through his name. 
Believing unto life is here described as a persuasion of Jesus 
being the Christ, the Son ef God : and that on the ground of 
what was written in the scriptures.—Those by the way-side, 
are they that hear: then cometh the devil, and taketh away 
the word out of their hearts, lest they should believe, and be 
saved. This language plainly denotes, that a real belief of 
the word is connected with salvation. Peter confessed, Thou 
art Christ, the Son of the living God. Jesus answered, Bless- 
ed art thou, Simon Bar jona: for flesh and blood hath not re- 
vealed it unto thee, but my Father who ts in heaven. Here it 
4s plainly intimated, that a belief of Jesus being the Christ, 
the Son of the living God, is saving faith ; and that no man 
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can be strictly said to do this, unless he be the subject of a 
spiritual illamination from above. ‘To the same purpose, are 
those express declarations of Paul and John: If thou shalé 
confess i? mouth the Lord Jesus, and believe in thine 
heart that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be 
saved.—Whoso believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is born of 
God.—Who is he that overcometh the world, but he that be- 
lieveth that Jesus is the Son of God 2—Whosoever shall con- 
fess that Jesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and 
he in God.—He that hath received his testimony, hath set to 
his scal that God is true.—No man can say that Jesus is the 
Lord, but by the Holy Spirit.—Again: While ye have the 
light, believe in the light, that ye may be the children of light. 
The light they then had was that of the gospel ; and had they 
believed it, they would have been the children of light, or 
true Christians. Ye sent unto John, and he bare witness un- 
to the truth.—Tnhese things I say, that ye might be saved. 
Our Lord could not mean less, by this language, than that, 
if they believed those things which John testified, and which 
he himself confirmed, they would be saved ; which is the same 
thing as declaring it to be saving faith. Christ shall come to 
be glorified in his saints, and to be admired in all them that 
believe, (because our testimony umong you was believed,) in 
that day. The words in a parenthesis are evidently intended 
to give the reason of the phrase, them that believe, and inti- 
mate, that it was the belief of the gospel testimony that de- 
nominates them believers. God hath chosen us to salvation, 
through sanctification of the spirit and belief of the truth. 
It cannot be doubted, that, by the belief of the truth, is here 
meant, faith in Christ; and its being connected with sancti- 
fication of the Spirit and eternal salvation, proves it to be 
saving.* 4 

If the foregoing passages be admitted to prove the point, 
(and if they do not, we may despair of learning any thing from 
the scriptures,) the duty of unconverted sinners to believe in 
Christ, cannot fairly be called in question: for, as before said 


* Mark xvi. 16. John xx.31. Luke viii. 12, Matt.xvi, 17; Rom. x. 
9. 1John vi, 5, iv. 15. John iii, 33, 1 Cor. xii, 3, John xii, 36, y- 23, 
34, 2Thes. 1.10. ii.13. 
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itis admitted on all hands, that it is the duty of every man to 
believe what God reveals. 

But to this statement, it is objected, that Christianity hav- 
ing at that time great opposition made to it, and its professors 
being consequently exposed to great persecution We occact, 
the belief and acknowledgment of the gospel was more a test 
of sincerity than it now is : men are now taught the principles 
of the Christian religion from their youth, and believe them, 
and are not ashamed to acknowledge them ; while yet they 
give no evidence of their being born of God, but of the con- 
trary. ‘There is some force in this objection, so far as it re- 
spects a confession of Christ’s name; but I do not perceive 
that it affects the belief of the gospel. It was no more dif- 
ficult to believe the truth at that time, than at this ; though 
it might be much more so to avow it. With respect to that 
traditional assent which is given to Christianity in some na- 
tions, it is of the same nature as that which is given to Ma- 
hometanism and paganism in others. It is no more than that 
of the Jewish nation, in the time of our Lord, towards the 
Mosaic scriptures. They declared themselves to be Moses’ 
disciples, and had no doubt but they believed him; yet our 
Lord did not allow that they believed his writings. Had ye 
believed Moses, says he, ye would have believed in me : for he 
wrote of me.* (The same is, doubtless, true of all others who 
assent to his gospel, merely from having been educated in it. 
Did they believe it, they would be consistent, and embrace 
those things which are connected with it. It is worthy of re- 
mark, that those professors of Christianity who received not 
the love of the truth, that they might be saved, are represent- 
edas not believing the truth, and as having pleasure in un- 
righteousness.| To admit the existence of a few facts, with- 
‘out possessing any sense of their humiliating implication, their 
holy nature, their vast importance, or the practical conse- 
quences that attach to them, is to admit the body without the 
spirit. Paul, notwithstanding his knowledge of the law, and 
great zeal on its behalf, while blind to its spirituality, reckoned 
himself to be without the law.{ And such are those pro- 
fessing Christians, with respect to the gospel, who recewe not 
the love of the truth, that they may be saved. 


_* John vy. 46, + 2 Thes, ii. 10, 12. { Rom. vii, 9. 
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It is further objected, that men are said to have believed the 
gospel, who, notwithstanding, were destitute of true religion. 
Thus some among the chief rulers are said to have believed 
in Jesus ; but did not confess him : for they loved the praise 
of men more than the praise of God. It is said of Simon, 
that he believed also ; yet he was in the gall of bitterness, and 
in the bond of iniquity. Agrippa is acknowledged, by Paul, 
to have believed the prophets ; and faith is attributed even to 
the devils. The term belief, like almost every other term, is 
sometimes used in an improper sense. Judas is said to have 
repented, and hanged himself ; though nothing more is meant 
by it, than his being smitten with remorse, wishing he had not 
done as he did, on account of the consequences. Through the 
poverty of language, there is nota name for every thing that 
differs : and, therefore, where two things have the same visible 
appearance, and differ only in some circumstances which are 
invisible, it is common to call them by the same name. Thus 
men are termed honest, who are punctual in their dealings, 
though such conduct, in many instances, may arise merely 
from a regard to their own credit, interest, or safety. Thus 
the remorse of Judas is called repentance ; and thus the con- 
victions of the Jewish rulers, of Simon, and Agrippa, and the 
fearful apprehension of apostate angels, from what they had 
already felt, is called faith. But, as we do not infer, from the 
application of the term repentance to the feelings of Judas, 
that there is nothing spiritual in real repentance ; so neither 
ought we to conclude, from the foregoing applications of the 
term believing, that there is nothing spiritual in a real belief 
of the gospel. 

“The objects of faith, it has been said, ‘* are not bare ax- 
ioms, or propositions : the act of the believer does not termi- 
nate at an axiom, but at the thing 3 for axioms are not form- 
ed, but that, by them, knowledge may be had of things.” To 
believe a bare axiom, or proposition, in distinction from the 
thing, must be barely to believe that such and such letters 
make certain words ; and that such words, put together, have a 
certain meaning : but who would call this believing the pro- 
position? ‘To believe the proposition, is to believe the thing. 
Letters, syllables, words, and propositions, are only means of 
conveyance ; and these, as such, are not the objects of faith, 
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but the thing conveyed. Nevertheless, those things must have 
a conveyance, ere they can be believedin. The person, blood, 
and righteousness of Christ, for instance, are often said to be 
objects of faith ; and this they doubtless are, as they are ob- 
jects held forth to us by the language of scripture : but they 
could not meet our faith, unless something were affirmed con- 
cerning them in letters and syllables, or vocal sounds, or by 
some means or other of conveyance. To say, therefore, that 
these are objects of faith, is to say the truth, but not the whole 
truth ; the person, blood, and righteousness of Christ, revealed 
in the scriptures as the way of a sinner’s acceptance with 
God, are, properly speaking, the objects of our faith: for 
without such a revelation, it were impossible to believe in 
them. 

Mr. Booth and Various other writers have considered faith 
in Christ as a dependence on him, a receiving him, a coming 
to him, and trusting in him for salvation. There is no doubt 
but these terms are frequently used, in the New Testament, 
to express believing. As many as received him, to them gave 
he power to become the sons of God, even to them that be- 
lieve on his name.—He that cometh to me shall never hunger, 
and he that believeth in me shall never thirst.—That we should 
be to the praise of his glory who first trusted in Christ,—I 
know whom I have trusted, and am persuaded that he is able 
io keep that which I have committed to him against that day.* 
Whether these terms, however, strictly speaking, convey the 
same idea as believing, may admit of a question. They seem, 
rather, to be the immediate effects of faith, than faith itself. 
The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews describes the or- 
der of these things, in what he says of the faith of Enoch: 
He that cometh to God, must believe that he is, and that he is a 
rewarder of them that diligently seek him. Here are three 
different exercises of mind: First, believing that God is ; Sec- 
ondly, believing that he is a rewarder of them that diligently 
seek him; Thirdly, coming to him: and the last is represented 
as the effect of the former two. ) The. same may be ap- 
plied to Christ. He that cometh to Christ, must believe the 
gospel-testimony, that he is the Son of God, and the Saviour 
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of sinners; the only name given under heaven, and among 
men, by which we must be saved: he must also believe the 
gospel-promise, that he will bestow eternal salvation on all 
them that obey him ; and, under the influence of this persua- 
sion, he comes to him, commits himself to him, or trusts the 
salvation of his soul in his hands. This process may be so 
quick as not to admit of the mind being conscious of it; and 
especially as, at such a time, it is otherwise employed than in 
speculating upon its own operations. So far as itis able to 
recollect, the whole may appear to be one complex exercise of 
the soul. In this large sense also, as comprehending not only 
the credit of the gospel testimony, but the soul’s dependence 
on Christ alone for acceptance with God, itis allowed, that. 
believing is nécessary, not only to salvation, but to justifica- 
tion. We must come to Jesus, that we may have life, Those 
who attain the blessing of justification, must seek it by faith, 
and not by the works of the law: submitting themselves to the 
righteousness of God. This blessing is constantly represented 
as following our wnon with Christ: and he that ts joined 
to the Lord is one spirit.* . 

Let it but be granted, that a real belief of the gospel is not 
merely a matter presupposed i in saving faith, but that it enters 
into the essence of it; and the writer of these pages will be 
far from contending for the exclusion of trust, or dependence. 
He certainly bas no such objection to it, as is alleged by Mr. 
M‘Lean ; that ‘ to include, in the nature of faith, any holy 
exercise of the heart, affects the doctrine of justification by 
grace alone, without the works of the law.’’t If he supposed, 
with that author, however, that, in order to justification being 
wholly of grace, no holiness must precede it; or, that the 
party must, at the time, be in astate of enmity to God, he 
must, to be consistent, unite with him also in excluding trust, 
(which, undoubtedly, is a holy exercise, ) from having any place 
in justifying faith ; but, persuaded as he is that the freeness 
of justification rests upon no such ground, he is not under 
this necessity. 


The term ¢rust appears to be most appropriate, or best 


* John v.40, Rom.ix. 31, 32, x 3. 1Cor.vi. 17, 
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adapted of any, to express the confidence which the soul re- 
poses in Christ for the fulfilment of his promises. We may 
credit a report of evil tidings as well as one of good; but we 
cannot be said to trust it. We may also credit a report, the 
truth or falsehood of which does not at all concern us; but 
that in which we place trust must be something in which our 
well-being is involved. The relinquishment of false confi- 
dences which the gospel requires, and the risk which is made 
in embracing it, are likewise better expressed by this term, 
than by any other. A true belief of the record which God 
has given of his Son, is accompanied with all this: but the 
term belief does not, of itself, necessarily convey it. When 
Jacob’s sons brought the coat of many colours to him, he 
credited their story ; he believed Joseph to be torn in pieces: 
but he could not be said to ¢rusé that he was. When the 
same persons, on their return from Egypt, declared that Jo- 
seph was yet alive, Jacob, at first, believed them not: but, on 
seeing the wagons, he was satisfied of the truth of their de- 
claration, and trusted in it too; leaying all behind him, on the 
eround of it. 

But, whatever difference there may be between credit and 
trust, they agree in those particulars which affect the point 
at issue’: the one, no less than the other, has relation to reveal- 
ed truth as its foundation. In some cases, it directly refers 
to the divine veracity; as in Psa. cxix. 42. I trust in thy 
word. And where the immediate reference is to the power, 
the wisdom, or the mercy of God, or to the righteousness of 
Christ ; there is a remote relation to veracity : for neither the 
ope nor the other would be objects of trust, were they not re- 
vealed in a way of promise. And, from hence, it will follow, 
that trusting in Christ, no less than crediting his testimony, is 
the duty of every sinner to whom the revelation is made. 

If it be asked, what ground could a sinner, who shall, at 
last, prove to have no interest in the salvation of Christ, ever 
possess for trusting in him? Let it be considered what it was, 
for which he was warranted, or obliged, to trust. Was it that 
Christ would save him, whether he believed in him or not ? 
No: there is no such promise; but an explicit declaration of 
the contrary. To trust inthis, therefore, would be to trust in 
a falsehood. That for which he ought to have trusted in him 
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was the obtaining of mercy, im case he applied for it. Bow, 
this there was a complete warrant in the gospel-declarations, 
as Mr. Booth, in his Glad Tidings to Perishing Sinners, has 
fully evinced. There are principles, in that performance, 
which the writer of these pages, highly as he respects the 
author, cannot approve. ‘The principal subjects of his disap- 
probation have been pointed out, and, he thinks, scripturally 
refuted, by Mr. Scott :* but, with respect to the warrant which 
every sinner has to trust in Christ for salvation, ‘Mr. B. has 
clearly and fully established it. I may add, if any man dis- 
trust either the power or willingness of Christ to save those 
that come to him, and so continue to stand ata distance, re- 
lying upon his own righteousness, or some false ground of 
confidence, to the rejection of him; it is criminal and inex- 
cusable unbelief. 

Mr. Booth has (to all appearance, designedly) avoided the 
question, whether faith in Christ be the duty of the ungodly ? 
The leading principle of the former part of his work, how- _ 
ever, cannot stand upon any other ground. He contends, that 
the gospel affords a complete warrant for the ungodly to be- 
lieve in Jesus ; and surely he will not affirm, that sinners are 
at liberty either to embrace the warrant afforded them, or to 
reject it? He defines believing in Jesus Christ, ‘ receiving 
him as he is exhibited in the doctrine of grace, or depending 
upon him only.’’ But, if the ungodly be not obliged, as well 
as warranted, to do this, they are at liberty to do as the Jew- 
ish nation did, to recerve him not, and to go on depending up- 
on the works of the law for acceptance with God. In the 
course of his work, he describes the gospel-message as full 
of kind invitations, winning persuasions, and importunate en- 
treaties; and the messengers as commissioned to persuade 
and entreat sinners to be reconciled to God, and to regard the 
vicarious work of Jesus as the only ground of their justifica- 
tion.”’+ But how, if they should remain unreconciled, and 
continue to disregard the work of Christ? How, if they 
should, after all, make light of this ‘royal banquet,” and pre- 
fer their farms and their merchandises to these <“ plentiful 
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provisions of divine grace?” Are they guiltless in so doing, 
and free from all breach of duty? Iam persuaded, whatever 
was Mr. Booth’s reason for being silent on this subject, he 
will not say they are. 
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PART iL. 


CONTAINING ARGUMENTS TO PROVE, THAT FAITH IN 
CHRIST IS THE DUTY OF ALL MEN WHO HEAR, OR 
HAVE OPPORTUNITY TO HEAR, THE GOSPEL. 


Waar has been already advanced, onthe nature of faith 
in. Christ, may contribute to the deciding of the question, 
whether faith be. the duty of the ungodly: but, in addition to — 
this, the scriptures furnish abundance of positive evidence. 
The principal part of that which has occurred to me may be 
comprehended under the following propositions :— 
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fi I, UxconverTED SINNERS ARE COMMANDED, EXHORTED, AND IN- 
{ VITED, TO BELIEVE in CuRIST FOR SALVATION. 
\. It is here taken for granted, that whatever God commands, 


exhorts, or invites us to comply with, is the duty of those to 
whom such language is addressed. If, therefore, saving faith 
be not the duty of the unconverted, we may expect never to 
find any addresses of this nature directed to them in the holy 
scriptures. We may expect that God will as soon require 
them to become angels, as Christians, if the one be. no more 
their duty than the other. 

There is a phraseology suited to different periods of time. 
Previously to the coming of Christ, and the’ preaching of the 
gospel, we read but little of believing; but other terms, fully 
expressive of the thing, are found in abundance. I shall se- 
lect a few examples, and accompany them with such remarks 
as may show them to be applicable to the subject. 

Psalm ii, 11, 12.—Serve the Lord with fear and rejoice 
with trembling: kiss the Son lest he be angry, and ye per- 
ish from the way, when his wrath is kindled but a little: 
blessed are all they that put their trust in him. The Psalm 
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is evidently a prophecy of the resurrection i aap 
the Messiah. Whatever reference may be had to Solomon, 
there are several things which are not true, of either him or 
his government ; and the whole is applicable to Christ, and is 
plentifully applied to him in the New Testament. 

The kings and judges of the earth, who are here admon- 
ished to serve the Lord Messiah with fear, and to kiss the Son 
lest he be angry, are the same persons mentioned in verse 2, 
which words we find, in the New Testament, applied to Her- 
od and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the people of 
Israel: * that is, they were the enemies of Chris!, unregene- 
rate sinners ; and such, for any thing that appears, they lived 
and died. 

The command of God addressed to these rulers, is of a 
spiritual, nature, including unfeigned faith in the Messiah, and 
_ sincere obedience to his authority. ‘To kiss the Son, is to be 
reconciled to him, to embrace bis word and ordinances, and 
bow to his sceptre. To serve him with fear, and rejoice with 
trembling, denote, that they should not think meanly of him 
on the one hand; nor hypocritically cringe to him from a 
mere apprehension of his wrath, on the other; but sincerely 
embrace his government, and even rejoice that they had it to 
embrace. That which is here required of unbelievers, is the 
very spirit which distinguishes believers; a holy fear of 
Christ’s majesty, and an humble confidence in his mercy ; 
taking his yoke upon them, and wearing it as their highest 
delight. That the object of the command was spiritual, is al- 
so manifest from the threatening and the promise annexed to 
it, lest ye perish from the way—blessed are all they that put 
their trust wr him. It is here plainly supposed, that, if they 
did embrace the Son, they should not perish from the way, 
and, if they did put their trust in him, they should be blessed. 
The result is, unconverted sinners are commanded to believe 
in Christ for salvation: therefore, believing in Christ for sal- 
vation is their duty. 

Isaiah Iv. 1—7. Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye io 
the waters, and he that hath no money: come ye, buy and 
cat ; yea, come, buy wine and milk without money, and with- 
out price. Wherefore do ye spend money Sor that which is not 
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bread ; and y ur labour for that which satisfieth not ? Heark- 
en diligently unto me, and eat ye that which is good, and let 
your soul delight itself in fatness. Iicline your car, and 
come unto me; hear, and your soul shall live: and 1 will 
make an everlasting covenant with you, even the sure mercies 
of David. Behold, Ihave given him for witness to the peo- 
ple, a leader and commander to the people. Behold, thou 
shalt call a nation that thou knewest not ; de tions that 
knew thee not shall run unto thee, because of the Lord thy 
God, and for the Holy "On of Israel; for he hath glorified 
thee. Seek ye the Lord while he may be found, call ye upon 
him while he is near. Let the wicked forsake his way, and the 
unrighteous man his thoughts; and let him return unto the 
Lord, and he will have mercy upon him; and to our God, for 
he will abundantly purdon. This is the language of invita- 
tion: but divine invitation implies an obligation to accept it; 
otherwise, the conduct of those who made light of the gospel 
supper, and preferred their farms and merchandise before it, 
had been guiltless. ; 

The concluding verses of this passage express those things 
literally, which the foregoing ones described metaphorically ; 
the persons invited, and the invitation, are the same in both. 
The thirst which they are supposed to possess, does not mean a 
holy desire after spiritual blessings, but the natural desire of 
happiness which God has implanted in every bosom; and 
which, in wicked men, is directéd not to the sure mercies of 
David, but to that which zs not bread, or which has no solid 
_satisfaction in it. The duty, to a compliance with which they 
are so pathetically urged, isa rélinquishment of every false 
way, and a returning to God in his name who was given for a 
witness, a leader, and a commander tothe people; which is the 
same thing as repentance towards God, and faith towards 
our Lord Jesus Christ. The encouragement held up . to 
induce a compliance with this duty, are the freeness, the 
substantialness, the durableness, the certainty, and the rich 
abundance of those blessings, which as many as repent and 
believe the gospel shall receive. The whole passage 1s 
exceedingly explicit, as to the duty of the unconverted ; nei- 
ther is. it possible to evade the force of it by any just or fair 
method of interpretation, 
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Jeremia vie 16. Thus saith MP cord! Stand ye in the 
ways and see, and ask for the old paths, Fil the good 
way, and walk therein, and ye shall find rest for your souls: . 
but they said, We will not walk therein. The persons here 
addressed are, beyond all doubt, ungodly men. God him- 
self bears witness of them, that thei7 ears were uncircum- 
cised, and they could not hearken; for the word of the Lord 
was to them a reproach, and they had no delight init. Ver. 10. 

Yea, so hardened were they, that they were not ashamed 
when they had committed abomination, and so impudent that 
they could not blush. Ver. 15. And such, for any thing that 
appears, they continued; for when they were exhorted to 
walk in the good way, their answer was, We will not walk 
therein. Uence, the awful threatening which follows : Hear, 
O earth, behold, I will bring evil upon this people, even 
the fruit of their thoughts, because they have not hearkened 
unto my words, nor to my law, but rejected it. Ver. 19. 

The good way, in which they were directed to walk, must 
have been the same as that in which the patriarchs and prophets 
had walked in former ages; who, we all know, lived and died 
in the faith of the promised Messiah. Hence, our Lord, with 
great propriety, applied the passage to himself.* Jeremiah di- 
rected to the old paths, and the good way, as the only medium of 
finding rest to the soul: Jesus said, Come unto me, all ye that 
labour, and are heavy laden, and Twill give you rest. Take 
my yoke upon you, and learn of me, and ye shall find rest unto 
your souls. 

We see in this passage also, as in many others, in what. 
manner God requires sinners to use the means of grace: not 
by a mere attendance upon them, (which, while the end is dis- 
regarded, and the means rested in instead of it, is not using, 
but perverting them,) but with a sincere desire to find out 
the good way, and to walk in it. God requires no natu- 
ral impossibilities. No man is required to believe in 
Christ, before he has opportunity of examining the evidence 
attending his gospel: but he ought to search into it, like the 
noble Bereans, immediately, and with a pure intention of 
finding and following the good way; which, if he do, like 
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them he sgl @oon he: found walking in it. If we teach sin- 
ners that a mere attendance on the means of grace is that 
use of them which God requires at their hands, and in which 
consists the whole of their duty, as to repentance towards 
God, and faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ, we shall be 
found false witnesses for God, and deceivers of the souls of 
men. ¥ ? 

The New Testament is still more explicit than the Old. 
Faith in Jesus Christ, even that which is accompanied with sal- 
vation, is there constantly held up as the duty of all to whom 
the gospel is preached. 

John xi. 36. While ye have the light, believe in the light, 
that ye may be the children of light. 'The persons to whom 
this passage was addressed, were unbelievers; such who, 
though Jesus had done so many miracles among them, yet 
' believed not on him (ver. 37.): and it appears that they con- 
tinued unbelievers, for they are represented as given over to 
judicial blindness and hardness of heart. (ver. 40.) The light 
which they were exhorted to believe in, appears to be him- 
self, as revealed in the gospel; for thus he speaks in the 
context, I am come a light into the world, that whosoever 
believeth in me should not abide in darkness. And that the 
believing which Christ required of them was such, as, had it 
been complied with, would have issued in their salvation, is 
manifest, from its being added, that ye may be the children of 
light; an appellation never bestowed on any but true be- 
lievers. 

John vi. 29. This is the work of God, that ye believe on 
him whom he hath sent. These words contain an answer to a 
question. The persons who asked it were men who followed 
Christ for loaves, who believed not, and who, after this, walk- 
ed no more with him. (ver. 26. 36. 66.) Christ had been re- 
buking them for their mercenary principles in thus following 
him about, and charging them, saying, Labour not for the 
meat that perisheth, but for that which endureth unto ever- 
lasting life. (ver. 27.) They replied by asking, What shall 
we do, that we might work the works of God? which was 
saying, in effect, ‘We have been very zealous for thee in fol- 
lowing thee hither and thither; yet thou dost not allow that 
we please God: thou directest us to labour for that which en- 
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dureih unto everlasting life. What wontdcst Mian have us 
do; what can we do; what must we-do, in order to please 
God? To this question our Lord answers, This is the work 
of God, that ye believe on him whom he hath sent: which, if 
it be a proper answer, is the same as saying, This is the first 
and greatest of all duties ; and without it, no other duty can be 
acceptable. 

. It has been said, in answer to the argument from this pas- 
sage, ‘The words contain a declaration, that believing in 
Christ for salvation is necessary to the enjoyment of eternal 
life, and that faith in him is an act acceptable and pleasing to 
God; but afford no proof, that it is required of men in a state 
of unregeneracy. To declare to unregenerate persons the ne- 
cessity of faith, in order to salvation, which is what our blessed 
Lord here does, falls very far short of asserting it to be their 
present duty.’”* 

We see by this answer that Mr. Brine, who will be allowed 
to have been one of the most judicious writers on that side the 
question, was fully convinced of three things. First: that the 
persons here addressed were unregenerate sinners. Secondly : 
That the faith recommended is saving. Thirdly: That, when 
faith is called the work of God, it does not mean the work 
which God performs, but an act of theirs, which would be ac- 
ceptable and pleasing to him. Yet we are told that our Lord 
merely expresses the necessity of it, without asserting it to be 
their present duty. Was it not the object of their inquiry then, 
What was their present duty? or, What they ought to do, in 
order to please God? What else can be made of it? Further: 
How can our Lord be supposed, in answer to their question, to 
tell them of an act which was necessary, acceptable, and 
pleasing to God, but which was not their present duty ? Is 
such an answer worthy of him? Nay, how could their be- 
lieving be an act acceptable and pleasing to God, if it were not 
their present duty? God is pleased with that only in us which 
_ he requires at our hands. 

John. v. 23. The Father hath committed all gudgment unto 
the Son, that all men should honour the Son, even as they hon- 
our the Father. He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not 
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the Father which hath a him. That men are obliged to 
honour the Father by a holy, hearty love to him, and adora- 
tion of him, under every character by which he has manifest- 
ed himself, will be allowed by all, except the grossest Anti- 
nomians: and, if it be the will of the Father that all men 
should honour the Son, even as they honour the Father, no- 
thing less can be required of them than a holy, hearty love to 
him, and adoration of him, under every character by which he 
has manifested himself. But such a regard to Christ necessa- 
rily supposes faith in him: for it is impossible to honour him, 
while we reject him in all or any of his offices, and neglect 
his great salvation. To honour an infallible teacher, is to 
place an implicit and unbounded confidence in all he says : 
to honour an advocate, is to commit our cause to him: to 
honour a physician, is to trust our lives in his hands: and to 
honour a king, is to bow to his sceptre, and cheerfully obey 
his laws.. These are cbaracters under which Christ has man- 
ifested himself. To treat him in this manner is to honour him ; 
and to treat him otherwise is to dishonour him. 
“The scriptures both of the Old and New Testament, 
- abound with exhortations to hear the word of God, to hearken 
to his counsel, to wait on him, to seek his favour, &c. all which 
imply saving faith, Hearken unto me, O ye children: for 
blessed are they that keep my ways. HEAR instruction, and , 
be wise, and refuse it not. Blessed as the man that HEARETH 
me, watching daily at my gates, waiting at the posts of my 
doors. For whoso findeth me, findeth life, and shall obtain 
favour of the Lord. But he that sinneth against me, wrong- 
eth his own soul. All they that hate me, love death !—How 
long, ye simple ones, will ye love simplicity? and the scorners 
delight in their scorning, and fools hate knowledge? Turn 
you at my reproof: behold I will pour out my Spirit unto 
you, I will make known my words unto you.—Huar, ye deaf, 
and look, ye blind, that ye may see.. Hearken diligently unio 
me. IncLINE your ear, and come unto me: Hear, and your 
soul shall live.—Serx ye the Lord while he may be found, 
CALL YE vpon Him while he is near. This is my beloved 
Son: near him.—And it shall come to pass, that every soul 
which will not san that prophet, shall be destroyed from 
Vou, I. ¥ 
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among the pigple. Lasour not for A roeat that perisheth, but 
Sor that which endureth unto everlasting life.* 

_ It is a grievous misapplication of such language, to consid- 
er it as expressive of a mere attendance upon the means of 
race, without any spiritual desire after God ; and to allow 
hat unregenerate sinners comply with it. Nothing can be 
urther from the truth. The scriptures abound in promises of 
piritual and eternal blessings to those who thus hearken, hear, 
and seek affer God: such exercises, therefore, must, of ne- 
cessity, be spiritual, and require to be understood as inclu- 
ding faith in Christ. The scriptures exhort to no such exer- 
cises as may be complied with by a mind at enmity with God ; 
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the duties which they inculcate, are all spiritual ; and no sin- 
ner, while unregenerate, is supposed to comply with them.— 
So far from allowing that ungodly men seek after God, or do 
any good thing, they expressly declare the contrary. God 
looked down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if 
there were any that did understand, that did seek God. Every 
ene of them is gone back ; they are altogether become filthy : 
there is none that doeth good, no not one.t To reduce the 
exhortations of scripture to the level of a carnal mind, is to 
ietray the authority of God over the human heart ; and to al- 
low that unconverted sinners comply with them, is to be aid- 
ing and abetting in their self-deception. The unconverted 
who attend the means of grace, generally persuade them- 
selves, and wish to persuade others, that they would gladly be 
converted, and be real Christians, if it were but in their pow- 
er. They imagine themselves to be waiting at the pool for 
the moving of the water, and, therefore, feel no guilt on ac- 
count of their present state of mind. Doubtless, they are 
willing and desirous to escape the wrath to come; and, under 
certain convictions, would submit to relinquish many things, 
and comply with other things, as the condition of it; but 
they have no direct desire after spiritual blessings. If they 
had, they would seek them in the name of Jesus, and, thus 
seeking, would find them. That preaching, therefore, which 
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exhorts them to mere outward duties, and tells them that 
their only concern is, in this manner to wait at the pool, helps 
forward their delusion, and should they perish, will prove ac- 
cessary to their destruction. 

Simon the sorcerer was admonished to repent and p ay to 
the Lord, if perhaps the thought of his hevt might /ye for- 
given him, From this express example, many who are averse 
from the doctrine here defended have been so far convinced 
as to acknowledge that it is the duty of the unconverted to, 
pray, at least for temporal blessings: but Simon was not ad- 
monished to pray for temporal blessings, but for the forgive- 
ness of sim. Neither was he to pray in a carnal and heartless 
manner ; but to repent, and pray. And, being directed to re- 
pent and pray for the forgiveness of gin, he was, in effects di- 
rected to believe in Jesus: for in what other name could for- 
giveness be expected? Peter, after having declared to the 
Jewish rulers that there was none ofhir name under heaven 
given among men whereby we must be saved, cannot be sup- 
posed to have directed Simon to hope for forgiveness in any 
other way. “i 

To admonish any person to pray, or to seek the divine fa- 
vour, in any other way than by faith in Jesus Christ, is the 
same thing as to admonish them to follow the example of 
Cain, and of the self-righteous Jews. Cain was not averse 
from worship He brought his offering: but, having no sense 
of the evil of sin, and of the need of a Saviour, he had taken 
no notice of what had been revealed concerning the promised 
seed, and paid no regard to the presenting of an expiatory 
sacrifice. He thanked God for temporal blessings, and might 
pray for their continuance ; but this was not dong well. It 
was practically saying to his Maker, ‘I have done nothing to 
deserve being made a sacrifice to thy displeasure: and [| see 
no necessity for any sacrifice being offered up, either now or 
at the end of the world.’ In short, it was claiming to ap- 
proach God merely asa creature, and as though nothing ad 
taken place which required an atonement. The self-riyht- 
eous Jews did not live withont religion: they followed after the 
law of righteousness ; yet they did not attain it: aud where- 
fore? B ause they sought it not by faith, but as it were by 
the works of the law; for they stumiled at that siumbtinz- 
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stone. And shall we direct our hearers to follow this example, 
by exhorting them to pray, and seek the divine favour, in any 
other way than by faithin Jesus Christ? If so, how can we de- 
serve the name of Christian ministers ? 

The scriptures exhort sinners to put their ¢rus¢ in the Lord, 
and censure them for placing it in an arm of flesh. Whether 
trusting in. Christ, for the salvation of our souls, be. distin- 
guishable from believing in iim, or not; it certainly includes 
it. To trust in Christ is to believe in him: if, therefore, the 
one be required, the other must be. Those who loved vanity, 
and sought after lying, are admonished to offer the sacrifices of 
righteousness, and to put their trust in the Lord ;* and a trust 
connected with the sacrifices of righteousness must be spiritu- 
al. To rely on any other object, is to trust, in vanity, against 
which sinners are repeatedly warned :—Trust not in oppres- 
sion; become not vain in robbery.—He that trusteth in his own 
heart is a fool.—Cursed be the man that trusteth in man, and 
maketh flesh his arm, and whose heart departeth from the 
Lord.t . 

Tt is allowed, that, if God had never sent his Son into the 
world to save sinners, or, if the invitations of the gospel were 
not addressed to sinners indefinitely, there would be no war- 
rant for trust in the divine mercy : and as it is, there is no 
warrant for trust, beyond what God bas promised in his word. 
He bas not promised to save sinners indiscriminately ; and, 
therefore, it would be presumption in sinners indiscriminately 
to trust that they shall be saved. But he has promised, and 
that ina great variety of language, that whosoever, relinguish- 
ing every false ground of hope, shall come to Jesus as a perish- 
ing sinner, and rely on him alone for salvation, shall not be dis- 
appointed. For such a reliance, therefore, there is a com- 
plete warrant. These promises are true, and will be fulfilled, 
whether we trust in them, or not : and whosoever still continues 
to trust in his own righteousness, or in the general mercy 
of his Creator without respect to the atonement, refusing to 
build upon the foundation which God. has laid in Zion, is 
guilty of the greatest of all sins; and, if God give him not 
repentance to the acknowledgment of the truth, the stone 
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which he has refased will fall. upon him, and grind him te 
powder. ; 

- Bat, “untila man through the law is dead to the law,” 
says Mr. Brine, ‘‘ he hath no warrant to receive Christ as a 
Saviour, or to hope for salvation through him.”* If, by re- 
-ceiving Christ, were meant the claiming an interest in the 
blessings of his salvation, this objection would be well-found- 
ed: No man, while adhering to his own righteousness, as 
the ground of acceptance with God, has any warrant to con- 
clude himself interested in the righteousness of Jesus. The 
scriptures every where assure him ofthe contrary. But the 
question is, Does he need any warrant to be dead to the law: 
or, which is the same thing, to relinquish his vain hopes of ac- 
ceptance by the works of it, and to choose that Rock for his 
foundation, which is chosen of God and precious? To “re- 
ceive” Christ, in the sense of scripture, stands opposed to re- 
jecting him, or to such a non-reception of him, as was prac- 
tised by the body of the Jewish nation.t An interest in spir- 
itual blessings, and, of course, a persuasion of it, is represent- 
ed as following the reception of Christ, and, consequently, is 
to be distinguished from it: To as_many as received him, te 
them gave he power to become the sons of God, even to them 
that believe on his name. The idea that is generally attached 
to the term, in various, cases to which the reception of Christ 
bears an allusion, corresponds with the above statement. To 
receive a gift, is not to believe it tobe my own, though, alter 
I have received it, it is so ; but to have my pride so far abased 
as not to be above it, and my heart so much attracted as to 
be willing to relinquish every thing that stands in competition 
with it. To receive a guest, is not to believe him to be my 
particular friend, though such he may be; but to open my 
doors to him, and make him heartily welcome. To receive 
an instructor, is not to believe him to be my instructor any 
more than another’s ; but to embrace his instruction, and 
follow his counsel. For a town, or city, after a long ‘siege, to 
receive a king, is not to believe him to be their special friend, 
though such he may be, and, in the end, they may see it ; 
but to lay down their arms, throw open their gates, and come 


* Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 38, 39, + Johni, 11, 12, 


- mn c 
46 THE GOSPEL WORTHY (Pane IL 


under his government. These remarks are easily applied ; 
and it is no less easy to perceive, that every sinner has not 
only a warrant thus to receive Christ, but, that it is his great 
sin, if he receive him not. . 

. IL Every MAN 18 BOUND GoRDIALLY TO RECEIVE AND 
APPROVE WHATEVER Gop REVEALS. 2 

It may be presumed, that, if God reveal any thing to men, 
it will be accompanied with such evidence of its being what 
itis} that no upright mind can continue to doubt of it. He 
that is of God, heareth God’s words. 

It will be allowed, by those with whom I am now reasoning, 
that no man is justifiable in disbelievingthe truth of the gos- 
pel, or in positively rejecting it: but then it is supposed, that 
a belief of the gospel is not saving faith; and that, though a 
positive rejection of divine truth is sinful, yet a spiritual re- 
ception of it is not a duty. | hope it has been made to ap- 
pear, in the former part of this piece, that a real belief of the 

_doctrive of Christ 7s saving faith, and includes such a cordial 
acquiescence in the way of salvation, as has the promise of 
eternal life. But, be this as it may, whether the belief of the 
gospel be allowed to include a cordial acquiescence in God’s 
way of salvation, or not, such an acquiescence will be allowed 
to include saving faith. “ Acting faith,’? says Mr. Brine, “ is 
no other than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a hearty choice 
of him as God’s appointed way of salvation.”* If, therefore, 
it can be proved, that a cordial approbation of God’s way of 
saving sinners is the duty of every one, it will amount to 
proving the same thing of saving faith. 

I allow, there is a difficulty in this part of the work; but 
it is that which attends the proof of a truth which is nearly 
self-evident. Who could suppose that Mr. Brine, after such 
an acknowledgment concerning faith, could doubt of its being 
the duty of all mankind ? Ought we not, if we think of Christ 
at all, to think suétably of him? and are we justifiable in en- 
tertaining low and unsuitable thoughts of him? Is it not a 
matter of complaint, that the ungodly Jews saw no form nor 
comeliness in him, nor beauty, that they should desire him ? 
And with respect to a hearty choice of him, as God’s appoint- 


* Johnson’s Mistakes Noted and Reetified, p. 34. 
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ed way of salvation, if it be not the duty of sinners to choose 
him, is it their duty to refuse him, or to desire to be accept- 
ed of God by the works of their bands, in preference to him? 
Mr. Brine would censure men for this. So does Mr. Way-_ 
man. Speaking of self righteous unbelievers, he says, ‘ They 
plainly declare, that Christ is not all and in all to them, but 
that he comes in but at second-hand; and their regard is 
more unto themselves, and their dependence more upon their 
own doings, than upon the Mighty One upon whom God hath 
laid our help.”* But, why thus complain of sinners for their 
not cheosing Christ, if they be under no obligation to do so? 
Is there ne sin in the invention of the various false schemes of 
religion, with which the Christian world abounds, to the ex- 
clusion of Christ? Why, then, are heresies reckoned among 
the works of the flesh ?} If we are not obliged to think suit- 
ably of Christ, and. to. choose him whom the Lord and all 
good men have chosen, there can be no evil in these things ! 
for where no law:is, there is no transgression. 

/ “A hearty choice of God’s appointed way of salvation,” is 
/ the same thing as falling in with its grand designs. Now, the 
| grand designs of the salvation of Christ are, the glory of God, 
the abasement of the sinner, and the destruction of his sins. 
| It is God’s manifest purpose, in saving sinners, to save them 

in this way: and can any sinner be excused from cordially ac- 

quiescing in it? If any man properly regard the character 
of God, he must be willing that be should be glorified : if he. 
knew his own unworthiness, as he ought to know it, he must 
also be willing to occupy that place which the gospel-way of 
salvation assigns him ; and, if he be not wickedly wedded to 
his lusts, he must be willing to. sacrifice them at the foot of 
the cross. He may be averse from each of these, and, while 
an unbeliever, is so: but he will not be able to acquit bimself 
of guilt ; and it is to be lamented, that any who sustain the 
character of Christian ministers: should be employed in la- 
bouring to acquit him. 

If a way of salvation were provided, which did not provide 
for the glory of God; which did not abase, but flatter the sin- 
ner; and which did not require him to sacrifice his lusts ; 
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he would feel no want of power to embrace it. Nominal 
Christians, and mere professors, in all ages, have shown them- 
selves able to believe any thing but the truth. Thus it was 
with the carnal Jews ; and thus our Lord plainly told them ; 
—I am come in my Father’s name, and ye receive me not :— 
If another shall come in his own name, him ye will receive— 
Because I tell you the truth, ye believe me not. Which of 
you convinceth me of sin? And if I say the truth, why do ye 
not believe me? He that is of God, heareth .God’s words : 
ye, therefore, hear them not, because ye are not of God.* 
This is the true source of the innumerable false schemes of 
religion in the world, and the true reason why the eoepel i is 
not universally embraced. 

Unbelievers are described as disallowing of him who is 
chosen of God and precious.| Now, either to allow or disal- 
low, supposes a claim. Christ claims to be the whole foun- 
dation of asinners hope; and God claims, on his behalf, that 
he be treated as the head of the corner. Butthe heart of un- 
believers cannot allow of the claim. The Jewish builders set 
him at naught; and every self-righteous heart follows their 
example. God, io express his displeasure at this conduct, as- 
sures them, that their unbelief shall affect none but them- 
selves ; it shall not deprive the Saviour of bis honours: for 
the stone which they refuse, notwithstanding their opposition, 
shall become the head of the corner. What can be made of 
all this, but, that they ought to have allowed him the place 
which he so justly claimed, and to have chosen him whom the 
Lord had chosen? Onno other ground could the scripture 
censure them as it does; and on no other principle could they 
be characterized as disobedient: for all disobedience consists 
in a breach of duty. 

Believers, onthe other hand, are described as thinking 
highly of Christ; reckoning themselves unworthy to wnloose 
the latchet of his shoes, or that he should come under their 
roof; treating his gospel as worthy of all acceptation, and 
counting all things but loss, for the eacellency of the know- 
ledge of him. They are of the same mind with the blessed 
above, who sing his praise, saying with a loud voice, Won- 
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ry is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and riches, 
and "wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and bless- 
ing. In fine, they are of the same mind with God himself: 
him whom God has chosen, they choose ; and he that is pre- 
cious in his sight, is precious in theirs.* And do they over- 
estimate his character? Is he not worthy of all the honour 
they ascribe to him ; of all the affection they exercise to- 
wards him; and that, whether he actually receive it, or not ? 
{fall the angels had been of the mind of Satan, and all the 
saints of the spirit of the unbelieving Israelites, who were 
not gathered ; yet would he have been glorious in the eyes of 
the Lord. -The belief or unbelief of creatures makes no 
difference as to his worthiness, or their obligation to ascribe 
it to him. 

It is allowed by all, except the grossest Antinomians, that 
every man ts obliged to love God with all his heart, soul, 
mind, and strength; and this, notwithstanding the depravity 
of his nature. But to love God with all the heart, is to love 
him in every character in which he has made himself known ; 
and, more especially, in those wherein his moral excellencies 
appear with tre bright si lustre. The same law that obliged 
Adam, in innocence, to Jove God in all his perfections, as dis- 
played in the works of creation, obliged Muses and Israel to 
love him in all the glorious displays of himself in his won- 
derful works of providence, of which they were witnesses. 
And the same law, that obliged us to love him in those dis- 
coveries of himself, obliges them to love him in other discoy- 
eries, by which he has since more gloriously appeared, as saving 
sinners through the death of his Son. To suppose, that we 
are obliged to love God as manifesting himself in the works 
of creation and providence, but not in the work of redemp- 
tion ; is to suppose, that, in the highest and most glorious dis- 
play of himself, he deserves no regard. The same perfec- 
tions, which appear in all his other’ works, and render him 
lovely, appear in this with a tenfold lustre : to be obliged to 
love him on account of the one, and not of the other, is not 


¥ : 
a little extraordinary. 
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As these things cannot be separated in point of obligation, 
so neither can they in fact. He that loves God for any ex- 
cellency, as manifested in one form, must; of necessity, love 
him for that excellency, let it be manifested in what form it 
may ; and the brighter the display, the stronger will be his 
love. This remark is verified in the holy angels. At first, 
they loved their Maker, for what they saw in his works of 
creation. They saw him lay the foundation of the earth, and 
they sHourep ror joy. In process of time, they witnessed 
the glorious displays of bis moral character in the govern- 
ment of the world which he had made ; and now their love in- 
creases. On every. néw occasion, they cry, Hoty, HOEY, HOLY 
is THE Lorp or Hosrs: THE WHOLE EARTH IS FULL OF HIs 
gLory. At length, they beheld an event, to the accomplish- 
ment of which all former events were subservient ; they saw 
the Messiah born in Bethlehem. And now their love rises 
still higher. As though heaven could not contain them on 


such an occasion, they resort to the place, and contemplate 


the good that should arise to the moral system, bursting forth 


into asong : GLtory ro Gop IN THE HIGHEST, AND ON EARTH, 


PEACE,GOOD WILL TOWARDS MEN. All this was but. the nat- 
ural operation of love to God ; and, from the same principle, 
they took delight in attending the Redeemer through his life, 
strengthening him in his sufferings, watching at his tomb, 


conducting him to glory, and looking into the mysteries of re- 


demption. With a heart like theirs, is it possible to conceive, 
that we should continue impenitent or unbelieving? If, in 
our circumstances, we possessed that love to God by which 
they were influenced, it would melt us into holy lamentation 
for having sinned against him. Ifthe gospel invitation to par- 
take of the water of life once sounded in our ears, we should in- 
stantly imbibe it. Instead of making light of it, and preferring 
our farms and our merchandise before it, we should embrace 
it with our whole heart. Let any creature be affected towards 
God as the holy angels are, and if he had a thousand souls to 
be saved, and the invitation extended to every one that is will- 
ing, he would not hesitate a moment, whether he should re- 
ly on his salvation. It is owing to a want of love to God, that 
any man continues impenitent or unbelieving. This was plain- 
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ly intimated, by our Lord, to the Jews: I know you, that ye 
have not the love of God in you. I am come in my Father’s name, 
and ye recewve me not. It is impossible to love God, and not to 
embrace the greatest friend of God that ever existed; or to 
love his law, and not approve of a system which, above all 
things, tends to magnify and make it honourable. 

“ The affections included in divine love,’’ says an able wri- 
ter, “are founded on those truths for which there is the great- 
est evidence in the world. Every thing in the world that 
‘proves the being of a God, proves that his creatures should 
love him with all their hearts. ‘Ihe evidence for these things is 
in ttself very strong, and level to every capacity. Where it 
does not beget conviction, it is not owing to the weakness of 
men’s capacities ; but the strength of their prejudices and pre- 
possessions. Whatever proves that reasonable creatures are 
obliged to love God and bis law, proves that sinners are obliged 
to suitable hatred of sin, and abasement for it. A sinner cannot 
have due prevalent love to God, and hatred of sin, without preva- 
lent desire of obtaining deliverance from sin, and the enjoyment 
of God. A suitable desire of so important ends cannot be with- 
out proportionable desire of the necessary means. If a sinner, 
therefore, who hears the gospel, have these suitable affections 
of love to God, and hatred of sin, to which he is obliged by the 
laws of natural religion ; these things cannot be separated from 
a real complacency in that redemption and grace which are pro- 
posed in revealed religion. This does not suppose that natural 
religion can discover or prove the peculiar things of the gospel to 
be true; but when they are discovered, it proves them to be infi- 
nitely desirable. A book of laws that are enforced with awful 
sanctions, cannot prove that the sovereign has passed an act of 
srace or indemnity in favour of transgressors ; but it proves that 
such favour is to them the most desirable and the most necessary 
thing in the world. It proves, that the way of saving us from 
sin, which the gospel reveals, is infinitely suitable to the honour 
of God, to the dignity of his law, and to the exigencies of the con- 
sciences of sinners.””* 


“If any man has a taste for moral excellency,” 


says an- 
v 
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other, “a heart to account God glorious for being what he is; 
he cannot but see the moral excellency of the law, and love it, 
and conform to it, because itis the image of God; and so he 
cannot but see the moral excellency of the gospel, and believe it, 
and love it, and comply with it; for it is also the image of God : 
he that can see the moral beauty in the original, cannot but see 
the moral beauty of the image drawn to life. He, therefore, that 
despises the gospel, and is an enemy to the law, even he is at 
enmity against God himself. (Rom. vili. 7.) Ignorance of the 
glory of God, and enmity against him, make men ignorant of the 
glory of the law and of the gospel, and enemies to both. Did 
men know and love him that begat, they would love that which is 
begotten of him. (. Johnv. 1.) He that is of God heareth God’s 
words: ye therefore hear them not, because ye are not of God. 
(Jobn viii. 47.)* 

Ili. THovcH THE GOSPEL, STRICTLY SPEAKING, IS NOT A LAW, 
BUT A MESSAGE OF PURE GRACE; YET IT VIRTUALLY REQUIRES 
OBEDIENCE, AND. SUCH AN OBEDIENCE AS {NCLUDES SAVING 
VaITH. 

It is no uncommon thing to distinguish between a formal 
requisition, and that which affords the ground, or reason of 
that requisition... The goodness of God, for instance, though it 
is not a law, or formal precept. yet virtually requires a return 
of gratitude. It deserves it: and the law of God formally re- 
quires it, on his behalf. Thus it is with respect to the gospel, 
which is the greatest overflow of divine goodness that was ever 
displayed. A return suitable to its nature is required virtually 
by the gospel itself; and formally by the divine precept, on its 
behalf. 

I suppose it might be taken for granted, that the gospel 
possesses some degree of virtual authority; as it is general- 
ly acknowledged that, by reason of the dignity of its Au- 
thor, and the importance of its subject-matter, it deserves 
the audience and attention of all mankind; yea, more: that all 
mankind, who have opportunity of hearing it, are obliged to 
believe it. The only question therefore is, whether the faith 
which it requires be spiritual, or such as has the promise of sal- 
vation ? 


* Bellamy’s True Religion Delineated, p. 332. 
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We may form some idea of the manner in which the gospel 
ought to be received, from its being represented as an embassy. 
We are ambassadors for Christ, saith the apostle, as though God 
did beseech you by us: we pray youin Christ’s stead, be ye RE- 
CONCILED fo God.* The object of an embassy, in all cases, is 
peace. Ambassadors are sometimes employed between friend- 
ty powers, for the adjustment of their affairs: but the allusion, 
in this case, is manifestly to a righteous prince, who should con- 
descend to speak peaceably to his rebellious subjects, and, as it 
were to entreat them, for their own sakes, to be reconciled. 
The language of the apostle supposes that the world is engaged 
in an unnatural and unprovoked rebellion against its Maker ; 
that itis in his power utterly to destroy sinners; that, if he 
were to deal with them according to their deserts, this must 
be their portion: but that, through the mediation of his 
Son, he had, as it were, suspended hostilities, had sent 
his servants with words of peace, and commissioned them to 
persuade, to entreat, and even to beseech them to be reconciled. 
But reconciliation to God includes every thing that belongs to 
true conversion. It is the opposite of a state of alienation and 
enmity tohim.} It includes a justification of his government, a 
condemnation of their own unprovoked rebellion against him, 
and a thankful reception of the message of peace ; which is the 
same, for substance, as to renent and believe the gospel. To 
speak of an embassy from the God of heaven and earth 
to his rebellious creatures being entitled to nothing more than 
an audience, or a decent attention, must itself be highly offen- 
sive to the honour of his majesty; and that such language 
should proceed from his professed friends, must render it still 
more so. 

‘When the apostle beseecheth us to be reconciled to 
God, I would know,” says Dr. Owen, ‘ whether it be not 
apart of our duty to yield obedience? If not, the exhorta- 
tion is frivolous and vain.” If sinners are not obliged to be 
reconciled to God, both as a Lawgiver and a Saviour, and that 
with all their hearts, it is no sin to be unreconciled. All the 
enmity of their hearts to God, his law, his gospel, or his Son, 


* 2 Cor. v. 20. t Col. i. 21. 
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must be guiltless. For there can be no neutrality in this case : 
not to be reconciled, is to be unreconciled; not to fall in with 
the message of peace, is to fall out with it; and not to lay down 
arms, and submit to mercy, is to maintain the war. 
It is in perfect harmony with the foregoing ideas, that those 
who acquiesce in ‘the way of salvation in this spiritual man- 
ner, are represented, in so doing, as exercising OBEDIENCE: 
as obeying the gospel, obeying the truth, and obeying Christ.* 
The very end of the gospel being preached is said to be, for 
obedience to the faith among all nations.{ But obedience sup- 
poses previous obligation. If repentance towards God, and 
faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ, were not duties required 
of us, even prior to all consideration of their being blessings 
bestowed upon us, it were incongruous to speak of them as 
exercises of obedience. Nor would it be less so to speak of 
that impenitence and unbelief which expose men to eéernal de- 
struction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of 
his power, as consisting in their not obeying the gospel.{ The 
passage on which the former part of this argument is founded, 
viz. 2 Cor. v. 19, 20. has been thought inapplicable to the sub- 
ject, because it is supposed to be an address to the members of 
the church at Corinth, who were considered by the apostle as 
believers. On this principle, Dr. Gill expounds the reconcilia- 
tion exhorted to, submission to providence, and obedience to the 
discipline and ordinances of God. But let it be considered, 
-whether the apostle be here immediately addressing the mem- 
bers of the church at Corinth, beseeching them at that time to 
be reconciled to God; or whether he be not rather rehearsing 
to them whai had been his conduct, and that of his brethren in the 
ministry, in vindication of himself and them from the base insin- 
uations of false teachers ; to whom the great evils that had crept 
into that church, had been principally owing. The methods 
they appear to have taken to supplant the apostles, were those 
of underhand insinuation. By Paul’s answers, they appear to 
have suggested that he and his friends were either subtle men, 
who, by their soft and beseeching style, ingratiated themselves 
into the esteem of the simple, catching them, as it were, with 


* Rom. x. 16. vi. 17, + Rom. i. 5. £2 Thes. i. 8, 9, 
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guile (2 Cor. i. 12. xii. 16.) og sk headed ox thinstactd: be- 
side themselves, (chap. v. 13.) going up and down, beseeching 
people to this and that (chap. xi. 21.) ; and that, as to Paul him- 
self, however great he might appear in his letters, he was no- 
thing in company: His bodily presence, say they, is weak, and 
his speech contemptible. 

In the first epistle to this church, Paul aeneroualy waived a 
defence of himself and his brethren ; being more concerned for 
the recovery of those to Christ who were in danger of being 
drawn off from the truth as it is in Jesus, than respecting their 
opinion of him; yet, when the one was accomplished, he under- 
took the other ; not only as a justification of himself and his 
brethren, but as knowing, that just sentiments of faithful ministers 
bore an intimate connexion with the spiritual welfare of their 
hearers. It is thus that the apostle alludes to their various in- 
sinuations, acknowledging that they did indeed beseech, entreat, 
and persuade men; but affirming that such conduct arose not 
from the motives of which they were accused, but from the love 
of Christ.—If we are beside ourselves, it is for 4 your sakes, 

If the words in chap. v. 19, 20. be an immediate address to 
the members of the church at Corinth, those which follow in 
chap. vi. 2. must be an address to its ministers; and thus Dr. 
Gill expounds it. But, if so, the apostle, in the continuation of 
that address, would not @at have said as he does, In all things 
approving OURSELVES as the ministers of God: his language would 
been, In all things approving yvourseLves, &c. Hence, it is 
been manifest, that the whole is a vindication of their preaching and 
manner of life, against the insinuations of the Corinthian teach- 
ers. 

There are two things which may have contributed to the 
misunderstanding of this passage of scripture ; one is, the sup- 
plement you, which is unnecessarily introduced three times 
over in chap. v. 20. and vi. 1. If any supplement had been 
necessary, the word men, as it is in the text of chap. v. 11. might 
have better conveyed the apostle’s meaning. The other is, the 
division of the fifth and sixth chapters in the midst of the argu- 
ment.* 


* See Dr. Guyse on the place. 
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{V. Tue want or Faira In CHRIST IS ASCRIBED, IN THE 
SCRIPTURES, TO MEN’S DEPRAVITY, AND IS ITSELF REPRESENTED 
AS A HEINOUS SIN. : 

It is taken for granted, that whatever is not a sinners’s antes 
the omission of it cannot. be charged on him as a sin, nor im- 
puted to any depravity in him. If faith were no more a duty 
than election or redemption, which are acts peculiar to God; the 
want of the one would be no more ascribed to the evil disposi- 
tions of the heart, than of the other. Or, if the inability of sin- 
ners to believe in Christ, were of the same nature as that of a 
dead body in a grave to rise up and walk, it were absurd to sup- 
pose that they would, on this account, fall under the divine cen- 
sure. No man is reproved for not doing that which is naturally 
impossible ; but sinners are reproved for not believing, and 
given to understand, that it is solely owing to their criminal ig- 
norance, pride, dishonesty of heart, and aversion from God. 

Voluntary ignorance is represented as a reason why sinners 
believe not. Being 1GNoRANT of God’s righteousness, and going 
about to establish their own righteousness, THEY HAVE NOT SUB- 
MITTED THEMSELVES UNTU THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF Gop.—If our 
gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost: In whom the God 


5 


_ of this world hath BLINDED THE MINDS OF THEM THAT BE- 


LIEVE NOT, lest the light of the glorious gospel of Christ, who is 


~ the image of God, should shine unto them.* To the same pur- 


_ pose, we are taught by our Lord, in the parable of the sower, 
when any one heareth the word of the kingdom, and uxperstanp- 
ETH IT NoT, then cometh the wicked one and catcheth away that 

which was sown in his heart ; and this, as Luke expresses it, lest 


they should BELIEVE AND BE SAVED. ‘4 

If men, even though they were possessed of the same princi- 
ples as our first father in paradise, would, nevertheless, be blind 
to the glory of the gospel; with what propriety is their blind- 
ness attributed to the god of this world ? - Is he ever represent- 
ed as employing himself in hindering that which is naturally im- 
possible, or in promoting that which is innocent ? 

Pride is another cause to which the want of saving faith is 
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ascribed. © The wicked, Hirowsh ithe pride of his countenance, 
will not seek. God ts not in all his thoughts.* We have seen 
already, that seeking God is a spiritual exercise, which implies 
faith in the Mediator: and the reason why ungodly men are 
strangers to it is, the haughtiness of their spirits ; which makes 
them scorn to take the place of supplicants before their offend- 
ed Creator, and labour to put far ftom their minds ev ery thought 
of him. How can ye seuieve, said our Lord to the Jews, who 
receive honour one of another, and seek 'not the honour that com- 
eth from God only oy 

If believing were here to be taken for any other faith than 
that which i is spiritual or saving, the ‘Suggestion would not hold 
good : for we are told of some who could and did believe in 
Christ, in some sense, but who did not confess him ; for they 
loved the praise of men more than the praise of God.t It was 
pride that blinded the minds of the wise and prudent of this 
world to’ the doctrines of Christ ; and what is it but this same 
proud spirit, working in. a way of self- conceit and self-right- 
eousness, that still forms the erand objection to the doctrine of 
salvation by mere grace % : 

Dishonesty of heart is that on account of which men re- 
ceive not the word of God, so as to bring forth fruit. This 
is fully implied in the parable of the sower, recorded in the 
eighth chapter of Luke. The reason why those hearers, 
represented by the good ground, received the word, and 
brought forth fruit, rather than the others, was, they had 
good and honest hearts ; plainly intimating, that the reason 
why the others did not so receive it, was, their hearts were not 
upright before God. Indeed such is the nature of divine 
truth, that every heart which is honest towards God must re- 
ceive it. An honest heart must needs approve of God’s ho- 
ly law, which requires us to love him with all our powers ; 
and this, because it is no more than giving him the glory duc 
to his name. An honest heart willapprove of being justified 
wholly for Christ’s sake, and not on account of any of its own 
works, whether legal or evangelical; for it is no more than 
relinquishing a claim: which is justly forfeited, and accepting, 
as , aiftce gift, that which God was under no obligation to 


* Psalm x. 4, + John v.44, + John xii. 43, 
Vou. I. H 
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bestow. Further: An honest heart must rejoice in the way of 
salvation, as soon as he understands it; because it provides a 
way in which mercy can be exercised c ns. ently wih right- 
eousness. A right spirit’ would revolt at the idea of eceiving 
mercy itself, in a way that should leave a blot upon the divine 
character. It is the glory of Christ, that he has not an honest 
man for anenemy. The upright love him. 

We are not ignorant who it is that must now give men honest 
hearts, and what is the source of every thing, in a allen crea- 


ture, that is truly good; but this does not affect the argument. 


However far sinners are from it, and whatever divine agency it 
may require to produce it, no man, who is not disposed to deny 
the accountableness of creatures to the God that made them, 
will deny that it is their duty : for if w are not obliged to be up- 
right towards God, we are obliged to nothing ; and if obliged to 
nothing, we must be guiltless, and so stand in no need of salva- 
tion. 

Finally : Aversion of heart is assigned as a reason why sin- 
ners do not believé. This truth is strongly expressed in that 
complaint of our Lord, in John v. 40. Ye will nof, on YE ARE 
NOT WILLING to come unto me that ye my it have life. Proud- 
ly attached to their own righteousness, when Jesus exhibited 
himself as the way, the truth, and the life, they were stumbled 
at it; and thousands, in the religious world, are the same to 
this day. They are willing to escape God’s wrath, and to gain his 
favour ; yea, and to relinquish many an outward vice,in order 
to it: but to come to Jesus among the chief of sinners, and 
be indebted wholly to his sacrifice for life, they are not willing. 
Yet, can any man plead that this their unwillingness is inno- 
cent ? 

Mr. Hussey understands the foregoing passage, of barely 
owning Christ to be the Messiah; which, he says, would have 
saved them, as a nation, from temporal ruin and death, or, as 
he in another place expresses it, “from having their brains 
dashed out by the battering rams of Titus,”? the Roman gene- 
ral.* But it ought to be observed that the life for which 
they were not willing to come to him, was the same as that 
which they thought they had in the scriptures ; and this was 


< Glory of Christ Revealed, pp. 527. 615. 
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eternal life.—Search the scriptures ; for in them ye think ye have 
eternal life; and they are they which testify of me: and ye will 
not come unto me, that ye might have life. This was the same 
as saying, * These very scriptures, in which ye think ye have 
eternal life, testify of me, as the only way to it; but such is the 
pride and aversion of your hearts, that ye will not come to me 
for it.’ 

Dr. Gill, in general, opposed these principles ; yet frequent- 
ly, when his system was out of sight, he established them. His 
exposition of this passage is a proof of this remark. He tells 
us, that the “‘ perverseness of their wills was blame-worthy, 
being owing to the corruption and vitiosity of their nature ; 
which. being blame-worthy in them, that which follows upon it 
must be so too.” 

There is no inconsistency between this account of things, 
and-that which is given elsewhere, that no man cAN come to 
Christ, except the Father draw him.* No man can choose 
that from which his heart is averse... It is common, both in 
scripture and in conversation, to speak of a person who is un- 
der the influence of an evil bias of heart, as unable to do that 
which is inconsistent with it. They have eyes full of adultery, 
ond cannor cease from sin.—The carnal mind is enm y against 
God: for itis not subject to the law of God, neither indeed 
can be. So then, they thot are in the flesh cannor please 
God.{ 

On account of this different phraseology, some writers have 
affirmed that men are under both a moral and a natural ina- 
bility of coming to Christ; or that they neither will nor can 
come to him: but, if there be no other inability than what 
arises from aversion, this language is not accurate : for it con- 
veys the idea, that, if all aversion of heart were removed, 
there would still be a natural and insurmountable bar in the 
way. But no such idea as this is conveyed by our Lord’s 
words: the only bar to which he refers, lies in that reluctance, 
or aversion, which the drawing of the Father implies and re- 
moves. Nor will such an idea comport with what he else- 
where teaches. And because I tell you the truth. ye believe 
me not. Which of you convinceth me of sin? And if I 
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say the truth, why do ye not believe me? He that is of 
God, heareth God’s . words : ye therefore hear them not, be- 
cause ye are not of God. Why do ye not understand miy 
speech 2 BECAUSE YE CANNOT HEAR my worp. These cut- 
ting interrogations proceed on the supposition that they could 
have received the doctrine of Christ, if it had been agreeable 
to their corrupt hearts: and its being otherwise was the ONLY 
reason why they could not understand and believe it Uf sin- 
ners were naturally and absolutely unable to believe in Christ, 
they would be equally unable to disbelieve: for it requires 
the same powers to reject as to embrace. And in this case, 
there would be no room for an inability of another kind: a 


‘dead body is equally unable to do evil, as todo good ; and a 
-man naturally and absolutely blind could not be eulty..of 


shutting his eyes against the light. “It is indwelling sin,’” 
as Dr. Owen says, *‘ that both disenableth men unto, and hin- 
ders them from believing, AND THAT ALONE. Blindness of 
mind, stubbornness of ia will, sensuality of the affections, 
all concur to keep poor perishing souls at a distance from 
Christ. Men are made blind by sin, and cannot see his ex- 
cellency : obstinate, and will not lay hold of his righteous- 
ness; senseless, and take no notice of their eternal concern- 
ments.”"* ~ 

A voluntary and judicial blindness, obstinacy, and hardness 
of heart, are represented as the bar to conversion.| But, if 


. that spirit which is exercised in conversion, were essentially 
different from any thing which the subjects of it, in any state, 


possessed, or ought to have possessed, it were absurd to ascribe 
the want of it to such causes. 

_ Those who embraced the gospel, and submitted to the go- 
Peeiiment of the Messiah, were baptized with the baptism of 
John, and are said, in so doing, to have justified God: their 


conduct was an acknowledgment of the justice of the law, 


and of the wisdom and love of the gospel. On the other 
hand, those who did not thus submit, are said to have rejected 
the counsel of God against themselves, not being baptized. 
But ne Christian, 1 suppose, (certainly Agu Paptist) thinks it 
* On Indwelling Sin, Chap, XVI. t Acts xxviii. 27. 
Luke vii. 29, 30. 
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was their sin not to be baptized, while they continued enemies 
to Christ; and probably, very few, if any serious Padobap- 
tists, would contend®for its being the duty of adults to be bap- 
tized in Christ’s name, without first embracing his word. 
How, then, can this passage be understood, but by supposing 
that they ought to have repented of their sins, embraced the 
Messiah, and submitted to his ordinances? Nor can the force 
of the argument be evaded, by distinguishing between differ- 
ent kinds of repentance and faith: for a profession of true 
repentance, and of faith unfeigned, was required in order to 
baptism. —~ 

Finally : Unbelief is expressly declared to be a sin of which 
the Spirit of truth has to convince the world.* But unbelief 
cannot be asin, if faith were not a duty. I Know of no an- 
swer to this argument, but what must be drawn from a dis- 
tinction between believing the report of the gospel, and saving 
faith; allowing the want of the one to be sinful, but not of 
the other. But it is not of gross unbelief only, or of an open 
rejection of Jesus as the Messiah, that the Holy Spirit has to 
convince the world; nor is it to a bare conviction of this 
truth, like what prevails in all Christian countries, that men 
are brought by his teaching. When he, the Spirit of truth, 
cometh, his operations are deeper than this amounts to: it is 
of an opposition of heart to the way of salvation that he con- 
vinces the sinner, and to a cordial acquiescence with it that he 


brings him. Those who are born in a Christian land, and who 


never were the subjects of gross infidelity, stand in no less 
need of being thus convinced, than others. Nay, in some 
respects they need it more. Their unbelieving opposition to 


Christ is.more subtile, refined, and out of sight, than that of 


open infidels: they are less apt, therefore, to suspect them- 
selves of it; and, consequently, stand in greater need of the 
Holy Spirit to search them out, and show them to themselves. 
Amongst those who constantly sit under the gospel, and who 
remain in an unconverted state, there are few who think them- 
selves the enemies of Christ. On the contrary, they flatter 
themselves that they are willing, at any time, to be convert- 
ed, if God would but convert them; considering themselves 


* John xvi. 8, 9. 
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as lying at the pool for the moving of the waters. But when 
he the Spirit of truth cometh, these coverings will be stripped 
from off the face, and these refuges of lies will fail.* 

-V. Gop Has THREATENED AND INFLICTED THE MOST AWFUL PUN- 
iSHMENTS ON SINNERS, FOR THEIR NOT BELIEVING ON THE Lorp JEsus 
Curis. | 

It is here taken for rupees that nothing but sin can be 
the cause of God’s inflicting punishment: and nothing can be 
sin, which is not a breach of duty. 

Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every 
creature. He that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved: 
BUT HE THAT BELIEVETH NOT SHALL BE DaMNeD.{ This awful 
passage appears to be a kind of wltimatum, or last resolve. 
It is as if our Lord had said, ‘This is your message... . 
go and proclaim it to all nations: whosoever receives it, 
and submits to my authority, assure him, from me, that 
eternal salvation awaits him: but whosoever rejects it, let 
_him see to it . . .  . damnation shall be his portion! ” 
Believing and not believing, in this passage," serve to ex- 
plain each other. It is saving faith to which salvation is 
promised ; and to the want of this it is that damnation is 
threatened. 

It has been alleged, that, ‘Cas it is not inferrible, from 
that declaration, that the faith of believers is the procuring 
cause of their salvation: so it is not to be inferred, from 
thence, that the want of that special faith in unbelievers is 
the procuring cause of their damnation. That declaration 
contains in it the descriptive characters of those who are 
saved, and of those who are damned; but it assigns not 
special faith to be the procuring cause of the salvation of the 
former, nor the want of it to be the procuring cause of the 
damnation of the latter.” 

But, if this mode of reasoning were admitted, we should 
find it very difficult, if not impossible, to prove any thing to 
be evil, from the threatenings of God against it. A mul- 
titude of plain texts of scripture, wherein sin, as any com- 


* See Charnock’s excellent discourse, on Unbelief the Greatest Sin, 
from the above passage, Vol. IL. of his Works. 

+ Mark xvi. 15, 16. 
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mon reader would suppose, is threatened with punishment, 
might, in this manner, be made to teach. nothing with re- 
gard to its being the procuring cause of it. For example, 
Psalm xxxvii. 18. 20. The Lord knoweth the days of the 
upright; and their inheritance shall be for ever. But the 
wicked shall perish, and the enemies of the Lord shall be 
as the fat of lambs: they shall consume; into smoke shall 
they consume away But it might be said, as the upright- 
ness of the upright is not the procuring cause of his enjoying 
an everlasting inheritance ; so neither will this prove that the 
wickedness of the wicked, or the enmity of the Lord’s enemies, 
is the procuring cause of their being consumed. Again, 
Psalm cxlvii. 6. The Lord lifteth up the meek; he casteth 
the wicked down. to the ground. But it might be alleged, that | 
as the meekness of the former is not the procuring cause of 
his being lifted up ; so it cannot be, from hence, inferred, that 
the wickedness of the latter is the procuring cause of his being 
cast down. Again, Psalm cxlv. 20. The Lord preserveth ali 
them that love him; but all the wicked will he destroy. 
But it might be said, as the love of the one is not the pro- 
curing cause of his preservation; so it cannot be proved, from 
hence, that the wickedness of the other is the procuring cause 
of his destruction ; and that these declarations contain only 
the descriptive characters of those who are saved, and of those 
who perish. ; 

In this manner, almost all the threatenings in the book of 
God might be made to say nothing as threatenings ; for the 
mode in which they are delivered is the same as that in the 
passage in question. For example, What shall be given unto 
thee? or what shall be done unto thee, thou false tongue ? 
Sharp arrows of the mighty, with coals of juniper.—He that 
showeth no mercy, shall have judgment without mercy.— 
Whoremongers and adulterers God will judge.—Be not de- 
ceived : neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor 
effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with mankind, nor 
thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extor- 
tioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God.—Behold. the day 
cometh- that shall burn like an oven, and all the proud, yea; 
and all that do wickedly, shall be stubble.—Bring hither those 
mine enemies, which would not that I should reign over them, and 
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"slay them before me.—The fearful, and unbelieving, and abom- 
tnable, and murderers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and 
idolaters, and all liars, shall have their portion im the lake which 
burneth with fire and brimstone ; which is the second death.— 
But none of thesé awful threatenings declare that the respec- 
tive crimes which are mentioned, are the procuring cause of 
the evils denounced. ‘Though it is said, concerning the false 
tongue, that sharp arrows of the mighty, with cvals of junz- 
per, shall be given him; yet it does not say that these shall 
be given him because of his falsehood: and so on, of the rest. 
And thus they may be only descriptive characters of these 
who shall be damned; and all these things may, for aught 
these denunciations prove, be blameless. If this reasoning be 
rs just, it cannot be inferred, from the laws of England declaring 
that a murderer shall be put to death, that it is on account 
of his being a murderer. Neither could our first parents 
justly infer, from its being told them, The day ye eat thereof 
ye shall surely die, that it should be on that account. 
‘The truth is, though eternal life be the gift of God, yet 
eternal death is the proper waces of sin: and, though faith 
is not represented, in the above passage, as the procuring 
cause of salvation, yet unbelief is of damnation. [t is com- 
mon for the scriptures to describe those that shall. be saved, 
by something which is pleasing to God, and by which they 
are made meet for glory ; and those that shall be lost, by 
something which is displeasing to God, and by which they 
are fitted for destruction. 

John iii, 18. He that-believeth on him, ts not condemned : 
but he that believeth not, is condemned already, Because he 
hath not believed in the name of the only-begotten Son of 
God.. Two things are here observable. First’: Believing is 
expressive of saving. faith, seeing it-exempts from condem- 
nation. Secondly : The want of this faith is a sin, on account” 
of which the unbeliever stands condemned. It is true, that 
unbelief is an evidence of our bemg under the condemation 
of God’s righteous law for all our other sins 3 but’ this ‘is not 
all: unbelief is itself a sin, which’ greatly aggravates ‘our 
guilt, and which, if persisted in, gives the finishing stroke to 
our destruction. That this idea is taught by the Evangelist | 
appears, partly from his dwelling upon the dignity of the 
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character offended the only-begotten Son of God ; and part- 
ly from his expressly adding, this ts THE CONDEMNATION, that 
light 1s come into the world, and men loved darkness rather 
than light, because their deeds were evil. 

Luke xix. 27. But those mine enemies, which would not 
that I should reign over them, bring hither, and slay them be- 
fore me. If Christ, as wearing his mediatorial crown, has 
not a right to unreserved submission and hearty obedience, 
he has no right to be angry ; and still less to punish men as 
his enemies, for not being willing that he should reign over 
them. He has no right to reign over them, at least not over 
their hearts, if it be not their duty to obey him from their 
hearts. The whole controversy, indeed, might be reduced to 
an issue on this argument. Every sinner ought to be Christ’s_ 
friend, or his enemy, or to stand by as neutral. To say he 
ought to be his enemy, is too gross to be defended. To plead 
for his being neutral, is pleading for what our Lord declares 
to be impossible: he that is not with me, is against me. 
There is, therefore, no room for any other position, than that 
be ought to be his cordial friend; and this is the plain impli- 
cation of the passage. 

2. Thes. ii. 10—12. Whose coming is—with all deceivable- 
ness of unrighteousness in them that perish; because they 
receive not the love of the truth, that they might be saved. 
And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that 
they should believe alie: that they might all be damned, who 
believed not the truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness.— 
From hence, we may remark two things. First: That faith 
is here called a receiving the love of the truth: and that it 
means saving faith, is manifest, seeing it is added, that they 
might be saved. Secondly: That their not receiving the love 
of the truth, or, which is the same thing, not believing with 
such a faith as that to which salvation is promised, was the 
cause of their being given up of God, and carried away with 
all deceivableness of unrighteousness. ‘The loose and cold- 
hearted manner in which merely’ nominal Christians held the 
trath, would occasion the introduction of the grand papal 
apostasy, by which great numbers of them would be swept 
away. And this, assuredly, ought to afford a lesson to nomi- 
nal Christians of the present day, who, owing to the same 

Vor. I. J 
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cause, are fast approaching to infidelity. . But unless we sup- 
pose that these professors of religion ought to have received 
the love of the truth, there is no accounting for the awful judg- 
ments of God upon them for the contrary. 

Vl. OrgerR sPIRITUAL EXERCISES, WHICH SUSTAIN AN IN- 
SEPARABLE CONNEXION WITH FAITH IN CHRIST, ARE REPRE- 
SENTED AS THE DUTY OF MEN IN GENERAL. 

Though this controversy has been mostly carried on with 
respect to the duty of faith ; yet it, in reality, extends to the 
whole of spiritual religion. Those who deny that sinners are 
obliged to believe in Christ for salvation, will not allow that it 
is their duty to do any thing truly and spiritually good. It 
is a kind of maxim with such persons, that ‘none can be 
_ obliged to act spiritually, but spiritual men.’ Spiritual exer- 

 cises appear, to me, to mean the same as holy exercises ; for 
the new man which is created after God, is said to be created 
in righteousness, and TRUE HOLINESS: and.as to two kinds of 
true holiness, the scriptures, | believe. are silent. But, as my 
opponents affix different ideas to the term spiritual, to pre- 
vent all disputes about it. I shall proceed on a gronnd which 
they will not refuse. Whatever has the promise of spiritual 
blessings, is considered as a spiritual _exereise. With this 
criterion of spirituality in view, let the following passages of 
scripture be carefully considered. How long, ye simple ones, 
will ye love simplicity ; and the scorners delight in their scorn- 
ing, and fools hate knowledge? Turn you at my reproof: be- 
hold, Iwill pour out my Spirit unto you, I will make known 
my words unto you.—The fear of the Lord is the beginning 
of knowledge: but fools despise wisdom and instruction. 
Wisdom crieth at the gates, at the entry of the city, at the 
coming in at the doors. Unto you, Q men, I call; and my 
voice is to the sons of men. O ye simple, understand wis- 
dom; and ye fools, be ye of an understanding heart. Hear, 
Jor Iwill speak of excellent things ; and the opening of my 
lips shall be right things.—Receive my instruction, and not sil- 
ver, and knowledge rather than choice gold.—Hearken unto me; 
O ye children: for blessed are they that keep my ways. Hear 
instruction, and be wise, and refuse it not: Blessed is the man 
that heareth me, watching daily at my gates, waiting at the 
posts of my doors For whoso findeth me, findeth life, and 
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shall obtain favour of the Lord. But he that sinneth against 
me, wrongeth his own soul: all they that hate me, love death, 
—And now, Israel, what doth the Lord thy God require of 
thee, but torear the Lord thy God, to walk in aru his ways, 
and to Love him, and to serve the Lord thy God with acu tay 
HEART AND WITH ALL THY sovL ?—Circumcise, therefore, the 
Ffore-skin of your heart, and be no more stiff-necked.—Rend 
your HEART, and not your garments, and turn unto the Lord 
your God.—Rrrenr ye : for the kingdom of heaven is at hand, 
—Rerenr ye, therefore, and be converted, thal your sins 
may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shall come 
Srom the presence of the Lord.* 

We may remark on these passages, First: The persons 
addressed were unconverted sinners; as appears by their cha- 
racters : fools—seorners—haters of knowledge—uncircumcised 
tn heart—impenitent. Secondly: The things to which they 
were exhorted were things spiritually good. This appears, 
“in part, from the names by which the exercises themselves 
are denominated ; namely, such understanding as originates 
in the fear of the Lord—fearing—loving—serving God with 
all the heart, and with all the soul—circumcision of the heart 
—repentance—conversion: and, partly, from the blessings of 
salvation being promised to them: these are expressed by 
the terms, blessedness—life—favour of the Lord—the blot- 
ting out of sin. 

More particularly : The love of God is a spiritual exer- 
cise; for it has the promise of spiritual blessings. All things 
work together for good to them that love God.—He that dwell- 
eth in love, dwelleth in God, and God in him.—Eye hath not 
seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, 
the things which God hath prepared for them that love him.} 
Bat the love of God is required of men, without distinction. 
The people of Israel, like all other people, were composed 
of good and bad men; but they were all required to love Je- 
hovah, and to cleave to him, and that with all their heart, and 
soul, and mind, and strength.{ ‘Che moral part of those pre- 
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cepts which God gave to them on tables of stone, were bind- 
ing on all mankind. Even those who had no other means of 
knowing God than were afforded by the works of nature, with, 
perhaps, a portion of tradition, were required to GLORIFY 
wim As Gop, AND TO BE THANKFUL.* 

The love. of God, as is here intimated, is eitherfa holy thank- 
fulness for the innumerable instances of his goodness, or a 
cordial approbation of his glorious character. It is true, there 
are favours for which the regenerate are obliged to love him, 
which are not common to. the unregenerate: but every one 
has shared a sufficient portion of his bounty to have incurred 
a debt of gratitude. It is generally allowed, indeed, by our 
opponents, that God ought to be loved as our Creator and 
Benefactor: but this, they suppose, is not a spiritual exer- 
cise. There isa kind of gratitude, it is granted, which is 
not spiritual, but merely the effect of natural self-love, and 
in which God is no otherwise regarded, than as subservient 
to our happiness. But this does not always respect the be- 
stowing of temporal mercies: the same feelings which pos- 
sessed the carnal Israelites, when they felt themselves deliv- 
ered from Pharaoh’s yoke, and saw their oppressors sinking 
in the sea, are still the feelings of many professors of religion, 
under a groundless persuasion of their being elected of God, 
and having their sins forgiven them. Gratitude of this sort 
has nothing spiritual in it: but then, neither is it in any part of 
duty. God no where requires it, either of saints or sinners. 
That which God requires is a spiritual exercise ; whether it 
be on account of temporal or spiritual mercies, is immateri- 
al; the object makes no difference as to the nature of the act ; 
that thanksgiving with which the common mercies of life 
are received by the godly, and by which they are sanctified 
to them,f is no less of a spiritual nature, and is no less con- 
nected with eternal life, than gratitude for the forgiveness of 
sin. This thankful spirit, instead of being an operation of 
self.love, or regarding God merely in subserviency to our own 
happiness, greatly consists in self-abasement, or in a sense of 
our own unworthiness. Its language is, Who am I, O Lord 
God? and what is my house, that thou hast brought me hith- 
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erto? What shall I render unto the Lord for all his benefits 2 
This is holy gratitude ; and to be destitute of it is to be unthank- 
ful, unholy. — : 

With respect to @ cordial approbation of the divine character, 
or glorifying God as God, and which enters into tke essence of 
holy love, there can be no reasonable doubt whether it be obli- 
gatory on sinners. Such is the glory of God’s name, that no- 
thing but the most inexcusable and deep-rooted depravity could 
render any intelligent creature insensible to it. Those parts 
‘of scripture which describe the devout feelings of godly men, 
particularly the Psalms of David, abound in expressions of af- 
fection to the name of the Lord. How excellent is thy NAME an 
all the earth !—Not unto us, O Lord, not unto us, but unto thy 
NAME give glory.—O magnify the Lord with me ; and let us exalt 
his NaME together.—Sing unto God, sing praises to his NamE: let 
them that love thy NAME say continually, the Lord be magnified. — 
Blessed be his glorious name for ever, and let the whole earth be 
filled with has glory. Amen, and Amen. 

This affection to the name of the Lord, as it is revealed in his 
word and works, and particularly in the work of redemption, 
lies at the foundation of all true desire after an interest in his 
mercy. If we seek mercy of any one whose character we dis- 
esteem, it is merely for our own sakes ; and if he be acquainted 
with our motives, we cannot hope to succeed. This it is that 
leads us to mourn for sin as sin, and not merely for the incon- 
venience to which it exposes us. This it is which renders salva- 
tion through the atonement of Christ so acceptable. He that loves 
only himself, provided he might be saved, would care little or 
nothing for the honour of the divine character: but he that 
loves God will be concerned for his glory. Heaven itself would 
be no enjoyment to him, if his admission must be at the expense 
of righteousness 

“God is to be loved,” says Dr. Gill, ‘‘ for himself; because 
of his own nature, and the perfections of it, which render him. 
amiable and lovely, and worthy of our strongest love and affec- 
tion ;.as these are displayed in the works of creation and 
providence, and especially of grace, redemption, and salva- 
tion; toall which the Psalmist has respect, when he says, Ok 
Lord, our Lord, how excellent is thy Name, nature and per- 
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fections, in all the earth! (Psalm viii. 1.) As God is great 
in himself, and greatly to be praised; great, and greatly to be 
feared; so, great, and greatly to be loved, for what he is in 
himself. And this is the purest and most perfect love of a 
creature towards God: for if we love him only for his good- 
ness towards us, it is loving ourselves rather than him, at 
least, a loving him for ourselves, and so a loving ourselves 
more than him.”* But this “‘ most pure and perfect love” is 
manifestly the duty of all mankind, however far they are from 
a compliance with it. Give unto the Lord, ye kundreds of the 
people, gwe unto the Lord glory and strength. Give unto 
the Lord the glory puE unto his name: bring an offering, 
and come before him: worship the Lord in the beauty of hole- 
ness—Make a joyful noise unto the Lord, all ye lands.— 
Kings of the earth, and all people ; princes, and all judges of 
the earth; both young men, and maidens ; old men, and chil- 
dren: let them praase the name of the Lord: FoR HIS NAME 
ALONE IS EXCELLENT: Mis glory is above the earth, and heaven. 
Let the people praise thee, O God; let all the people praise 
thee !} — 

That Jove to Christ is a spiritual exercise, may, I suppose, 
be taken for granted. The grace, or favour of God, is with 
all who possess it in sincerity.t But love to Christ is the duty 
of every one to whom the gospel is preached. On no other 
principles could the apostle have written as he did: Jf any 
one love not our Lord Jesus Christ, let him be anathema, Ma- 
van-atha! Itis worthy of notice, that this awful sentence is 
not denounced against sinners, as positively hating Christ, but 
as not loving him; plainly implying his worthiness of a place 


in our best affections, and that, were it possible for us to be 


indifferent towards him, even that indifference would deserve 
the heavy curse of the Almighty at the last judgment. Paul 
appears to have felt as a soldier would feel towards the best 
of princes, or commanders. If, after David’s return from his 


engagement with Goliath,; when the women of Israel were ' 


praising him in their songs, any of the sons of Belial had 
spoken of him in the language of detraction, it would have been 


* Body of Divinity, Vol. II. Chap. IX. 
+4 Chron. xvi. 28, 29. Psalm cxlviii. 11—13.c. 1. Ixvii..3, 
= Ephes. vi. 24, 
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natural for one of a patriotic spirit, deeply impressed with an 
idea of the hero’s worth, and of the service he had. rendered 
to his country, thus to have expressed himself: ‘If any man 
love not the son of Jesse, let him be banished from among the 
tribes of Israel.’? Of this kind were the feelings of the apos- 
tle. He had served under his Lord and Saviour for many 
years; and now, sensible ina high degree of the glory of his 
character, he scruples not to pronounce that man who loves 
him not, accursed / 


The fear of God is a spiritual exercise ; for it ef the pro: \ 


mise of spiritual blessings.* But. it is also a duty required of 
men, and that without the distinction of regenerate or unre- 
generate. Oh that there were such a heart in them, that they 
would FEAR me, and keep all my commandments always /—- 
Fear before him, all the earth.—Let all that be round about him 
bring presents unto him TuaT ovcHT TO BE FEARED.—Who 
would not FEAR thee, Oh King of nations 2—F rar thou God.— 
Fear God, and keep his commandments, for this is the whole 
duty of man.—Gather the people together, men, and women, 
and children, and thy stranger that is within thy gates ; that they 
may hear, and that they may learn, and rear the Lord your 
God ;—and that, their children, which have not. known any thing, 
may hear, and learn to rear the Lord your God.—Serve the 
Lord with rear, and rejoice with trembling.—And I saw an- 
other angel fly in the midst of heaven, having the everlasting 
gospel lo preach unto them that dwell on the earth, and to.every 
nation, and kindred, and tongue, and people, saying;—Feran 
Gop, and give glory to him; for the hour of his judgment. is 
come: and worship Him that made heaven and earth !—Who 
shall not rear thee, Oh Lord, and glorify thy name? for thou 
only art holy.t To say of men, they have no fear of God 
before their eyes,{ is to represent them as under the dominion of 
depravity. 

It may be objected, that the scriptures distinguish between 
that holy fear of offending God which is peculiar to his chil- 
dren, and a mere dread of the misery threatened against sin, 


* Psalm xxxiv. 7.9.  ciii. 11. 13. 17. 

+ Deut. v. 29. 1 Chron. xvi. 30. Psalm Ixxyi. 11. Jer. x..7. Eveles. v. 
7, xii. 13. Deut. xxxi. 12, 13. Psalm ii. 11, Rev. xiv. 6, 7. xv. 4. 

{ Rom, iii, 18. 


72, THE GOSPEL WORTHY [Part Il. 


which is found in the wicked. True: there is a fear of God 
which is not spiritual: such was that of the slothfal servant; 

and the same is found in hypocrites and devils;* this, how- 
ever, is no part of duty, but rather of punishment. God does not 
require this, either of saints or sinners. That which he re- 
quires, is of a holy nature, such as is expressed in the passages 
before quoted ; which is spiritual, and has the promise of spirit- 
ual blessings. It resembles that of a dutiful child to his father, 
and is therefore properly called fial; and though none are 
possessed of it but the children of God, yet that is because none 
else are possessed of a right spirit. 

Repentance, or a.a godly sorrow for sin, is a spiritual exer- 
cise: for it abounds with promises of spiritual blessings. 
But repentance is a duty required of every sinner. Repent 
ye, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.—Repent ye, there- 
fore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out.— 
Cleanse your hands, ye sinners; and purify your hearts, ye 
double-ninded, Be afflicted, and mourn, and weep ; let your 
laughter be turned to mourning, and your joy to heaviness. 
Humble yourselves in the sight of the Lord, and he shall lift 
you up.| The hardness of heart which our Lord found in the 
Jews, and which is the opposite of repentance, grieved him ; 
which it would not, had it not been their sin.t Finally: A 
hard and impenitent heart treasures up wrath against the day of 
wrath: but impenitence could be no sin, if penitence were not 
a duty.§ 

Repentance, it is allowed, like all other spiritual exercises, has 
its counterfeit, and which is not spiritual: but neither is it that 
which God requires at the hands of either saints or sinners. 
What is called natural, and sometimes legal repentance, is 
merely a sorrow on account of consequences. Such was the re- 
pentance of Saul and Judas. 

In order to evade the argument arising from the addresses 
of John the Baptist, of Christ and his apostles, who called up- 
on the Jewish people to repent and believe the gospel, it has 
been alleged, that it was only an outward repentance and ac- 
knowledgment of the truth to which they were exhorted, and 


* Luke xix. 21. James ii. 19. 
+ Matt. iii, 2. Acts 11.19. James iv. 8—10. 
t Mark tif. 5. § Rom, ii 5. 
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not that which is spiritual, or which has the promise of spirit- 
ual blessings. But it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 
-proye that such repentance and faith are any where required 
of sinners, or that it is consistent with the divine perfections 
to require them. An outward repentance and reformation of 
manners, as distinguished from that which consists in godly 
sorrow, is only repentance in appearance. Whatever sorrow 
there is in it, it is not on account of sin, but its consequences ; 
and to suppose that Christ, or his servants, required this, 
; would be doing them infinite dishonour. It is no other than 
supposing them to have betrayed the authority of God over 
the human heart ; to have sanctioned hypocrisy ; and to have 
given counsels to sinners, which, if taken, would leaye them 
still exposed to everlasting destruction. 

The case of the Ninevites has been alleged as furnishing 
an example of that repentance which is the duty of men in 
general, and which Christ and his apostles required of the 
Jews. Ido not know that the repentance of the Nineyites 
was genuine, or connected with spiritual blessings : neither do 
my opponents know that it was not. Probably, the re- 
pentance of some of them was genuine, while that of the 
greater part might be only put on in conformity to the orders 
ef government; or, at most, merely ag the effect of terrour. 
But, whatever it was even though none of it were genuine, 
the object professed, was godly sorrow for sin; and if God 
treated them upon the supposition of their being sincere, and 
it repented him of the evil which he had threatened, it is no 
more than he did to Pharaoh, Abijah, Ahab, and others.* It 
is a very unjust conclusion to draw from his conduct, that 
their repentance was such as he approved, and the whole 
which he required at their hands. So far from it, there might 
be nothing in any of them which could approve itself to him 
as the Searcher of hearts: and though, for wise reasons, he: 
might think it proper, in those instances, to overlook their 
hypocrisy, and to treat them on the supposition of their re- 
pentance being what they professed it to be; yet he ‘might 
still reserve to himself the power of judging them at the last 
day according to their works. 


* Exod. viii, 8,9. 2 Chron. xiii. with 1 Kings xv. 1 Kings xxi, 27, 29, 
Von, I. K 
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The object of John the Baptist was not to effect a mere 
outward reformation of manners, but to turn the hearts of the 
fathers to the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of 
the just, to make ready a people prepared for the Lord.* Such 
was the effect actually produced by his ministry, and by that 
of Christ and the apostles. The repentance which they ealled 
upon sinners to exercise, was such as entitled those who pos- 
sessed it to Christian baptism, and which had the promise of 
the remission of sins.} 

Tt is plainly intimated, by the apostle Paul, that all repent- - 
ance, except that which worketh in a way of godly sorrow, 
and which he calls repentance unto salvation, NEEDS YO BE 
REPENTED or. It is the mere sorrow of the world, which 
worketh death. But that which requires to be repented of, 
cannot be commanded of God, or constitute any part of a sin- 
ner’s duty. The duty of every transgressor is to be sorry at 
heart for having sinned. 

Humility or lowliness of mind, is a spiritual disposition, 
and has the promise of spiritual blessings. Though the Lord 
be high, yet hath he respect unto the lowly.—He giveth grace 
unto the humble.—Blessed are the poor in spirit ; for theirs ts 
the kingdom of heaven :§ yet this disposition is required as 
the duty of all Cleanse your hands, ye sinners ; and purify 
your hearts, ye double-minded. Be afflicted, and mourn, and 
weep: let your laughter be turned to mourning, and your joy 
to heaviness. Humble yourselves in the sight of the Lord, 
and he shall lift you up.\| Humility does not consist in think- 
ing less, or more meéanly of ourselves than is true. The dif- 
ference between one that is lowly, and one that is proud, lies 
in this: the one thinks justly of himself, and the other un- 
justly. The most humble Christian only thinks of himself so- 
berly, as he ought to think. All the instances of humility re- 
corded of the godly, in the scriptures, are but so many ex- 
amples of a right spirit, a spirit brought down to their situa- 
tion. Carry back the ark of God into the city, says David: 
If IT shall find favour in the eyes of the Lord, he will bring 


* Luke i. 17. + Marki. 4. Acts, ii, 38. t+ 2 Cor. vii. 10. 
) Psalm cxxxviii. 6. Jamesiy. Matt. v, 3 || James iv. 8—10. 
* Rom, xii. 3, 


Pree. Vi.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 15 


me again, and show me both it and his habitation: but if he 
thus say, Ihave no delight in thee, behold, here am I; let him 
do to me as seemeth good unto him. This was very different 
from the spirit of his predecessor, when he was given to ex- 
pect the loss of the kingdom; yet it was no more than was 
the duty of Saul, as well as of David; and all his proud and 
rebellious opposition served only to increase his guilt and mis- 
ery. The spirit of the publican was no more than was be- 
coming a sinner, and would have been becoming the pharisee 
- himself. 

Finally, If whatever has the promise of spiritual blessings 
be a spiritual exercise, every thing that is right, or which ac- 
cords with the divine precept, must be so: for the scriptures 
uniformly promise eternal life to every such exercise. They 
that do good shall come forth to the resurrection of life. He 
that doeth righteousness is righteous. The giving of a cup 
of cold water to a disciple of Christ, because he belongs to 
him, will be followed with a disciple’s reward. Nay, a bless- 
ing is pronounced upon those who are not offended in him.» 
But, though these things are spiritual, and are characteristic 
of the godly : yet, who will say, they are not binding on the 
ungodly ? Are they excused from good, from doing right, 
from bestowing a cup of water on a disciple of Jesus because 
he belongs to him? At least, are they allowed to be offend- 
edin him? 

If God’s law be spiritual, and remain in full force as a stand- 
ard of obligation; if men, while unconverted, have no real 
conformity to it; if regeneration be the writing of it upon the 
heart, or the renewal of the mind toa right spirit; all these 
things are clear and consistent. This is for the same thing, 
in different respects, to be “‘ man’s duty and God’s gift:” a 
position which Dr. Owen has fully established ;* and some- 
where remarks, that he who is ignorant of it has yet to learn 
one of the first principles of religion. In short, this is ren- 
dering the work of the Spirit what the scriptures denominate 
it—LeaDING US BY THE WAY THAT WE SHOULD co.{ But 
if that which is bestowed by the Holy Spirit be something 
different in its nature from that which is required in the di- 


* Display of Arminianism, Chap. X. + Isa. xlviil. 17, 
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vine precepts, I see not what is to be made of the scriptures, 
nor how it is, that righteousness, goodness, or any thing else 
which is required of men, should be accompanied, as it Is, 
with the promise of eternal life. 


PART III. 


CONTAINING ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS. 


Tre principal objections that are made to the foregoing 
statement of things, are taken from—The nature of original 
holiness, as it existed in our first parents—-The divine de~ 
" erees—Particular redemption—The covenant of works—The 
inability of man—The operations of the Spirit—and the -ne- 
cessity of a divine principle in order to believing. 
it may be worthy of some notice, at least from those who 
are perpetually reproaching the statement here defended, as 
leading to Arminianism, that the greater part of these objec- 
tions are of Arminian original. They are the same, for sub- 
stance, as have been alleged by the leading writers of that 
scheme, in their controversies with the Calvinists; and from 
the writings of the latter, it were easy to select answers to 
them. ‘This, in effect, is acknowledged by Mr. Brine, who, 
however, considers these answers as insufficient, and, there- 
" fore, prefers others before them.* 

It also deserves to be considered whether objections drawn 
from such subjects as the above, in which we may presently 
get beyond our depth, ought to weigh against that body of 
evidence which has been adduced from the plain declarations 
and precepts of the holy scriptures? What if, by reason of 
darkness, we could not ascertain the precise nature of the prin- 
ciple of our first parents? It is certain we know but little of 
original purity. Our disordered souls are incapable of form- 
ing just ideas of so glorious a state. To attempt, therefore, 


“ Arminian Principles of a Late Writer Refuted, p.6. 
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to settle the boundaries of even their duty, by an abstract in- 
quiry into the nature of their powers and principles, would be 
improper ; and still more’ so to make it the medium by which 
to judge of our own. There are but two ways by which we 
can judge on such a subject: The one is from the character 
of the Creator, and the other from scripture testimony. From 
the former, we may infer the perfect purity of the creature, 
as coming out of the hands of God: but nothing can be con- 
cluded of his inability to believe in Christ, had he been in cir- 
cumstances which required it. As to the latter, the only pas- 
sage that I recollect to have seen produced for the purpose, is, 
1 Cor. xv.47. The first man was of the earth, earthy ; which 
Mr. Johnson, of Liverpool, alleged, to prove the earthiness of 
Adam’s mind, or principles: but Mr. Brine sufficiently refutes 
this ; proving that this divine proposition respects the body, and 
not the principles, of our first father ;* and thus Dr. Gill ex- 
pounds it. , 

With regard to the doctrine of divine decrees, &c. it is a 
fact, that the great body of the divines who have believed 
those doctrines, have also believed the other. Neither Au- 
gustine, nor Calvin, who each, in his day, defended predesti- 
nation, and the other doctrines connected with it, ever appear 
to have thought of denying it to be the duty of every sinner 
who has heard the gospel to repent, and believe in Jesus 
Christ. Neither did the other Reformers, nor the Puritans 
of the sixteenth century, nor the divines at the synod of Dort, 
(who opposed Arminus,) nor any of the Nonconformists of 
the seventeenth century, so far asT have any acquaintance 
with their writings, ever so much as hesitate upon this sub- 
ject. The writings of Calvin himself, would now be deemed 
Arminian by a great number of our opponents. I allow, that 
the principles here defended may be inconsistent with the 
doctrines of grace, notwithstanding the leading advocates of 
those doctrines have admitted them; and am far from wishing 
any person to build his faith on the authority of great men: but 
their admission of them ought to suffice for the silencing of that 
kind of opposition against them, which consists in calling names. 


* Johnson’s Mistakes Noted and Rectified, pp. 18—23. 
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Were a difficulty allowed to exist, as the reconciling of 
these subjects, it would not warrant a rejection of either of — 
them. If 1 find two doctrines affirmed, or implied in the 
scriptures, which, to my feeble understanding, may seem to 
clash, I ought not to embrace the one, and to reject the other, 
because of their supposed inconsistency: for, on the same 
ground, another person might embrace that which I reject, 
and reject that which I embrace, and have equal seriptural au- 
thority for his faith, as I have for mine. Yet in this manner 
many have acted on both sides ; some, taking the general pre- 
cepts and invitations of scripture for their standard, have re- 
jected the doctrine of discriminating grace; others, taking the 
declarations of salvation, as being a fruit of electing love, for 
their standard, deny that sinners, without distinction, are called 
upon to believe for the salvation of their souls. Hence it is, 
that we hear of Calvinistic and Arminian texts; as though 
these leaders had agreed to divide the scriptures between 
them. ‘The truth is, there are but two ways for us te take: 
one is, to reject them both, and the Bible with them, on ac- 
count of its inconsistencies ; the other is, to embrace them 
both, concluding that, as they are both revealed in the scrip- 
tures, they are both true, and both consistent, and that it is 
owing to the darkness of our understandings that they do not 
appear so tous. Those excellent lines of Dr. Watts, in his 
Hymn on Election, one should think, must approve themselves 
to every pious heart: 


But, C my soul, if truth so bright 
Should dazzle and confound thy sight, 
Yet still his written will obey, 

And wait the great decisive day. 


Had we more of that about which we contend;-it would 
teach us more to suspect our own understandings, and to sub- 
mit to the wisdom of God. Abraham, that pattern of faith, 
might have made objections to the command of offering up 
his son, on the ground of its inconsistency with the promise, 
and might have set himself to find some other meaning for 
the terms: but he believed God, and left it to him to reconcile 
his promise and his precepts. It was not for him to dispute, 
but to obey. 


. 
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These general remarks, however, are not introduced for the 
purpose of avoiding a particular attention to the several objec- 
tions, bat rather as preparatory to it. 

ON THE PRINCIPLE OF HOLINESS POSSESSED BY MAN IN INNO- 
CENCE. 

The objection drawn from this subject has been stated in the 
following words : “ The holy principle connatural to Adam, and 
and concreated with him, was not suited to live unto God 
through a mediator; that kind of life was above the extent of 
his powers, though perfect: and, therefore, as he, in a state of 
integrity, had not a capacity of living unto God, agreeably to the 
nature of the new covenant; it is apprehended that his pos- 
terity, while under the first covenant, are not commanded to live 
unto God in that sort, or, in other words, to live by faith on 
God through a mediator.” 

The whole weight of these important conclusions rests 
upon the first two sentences, and which are mere unfounded 
assertions. For the truthof them no proof whatever is of- 
fered. What evidence is there that ‘the principle of holi- 
ness concreated with Adam, was not suited to live unto God 
through a mediator ?” That circumstances were such as 
not to need a mediator, is true; but this involves no such 
consequence. A subject, while he preserves his loyalty, 
needs no mediator in approaching the throne: if he have of- 
fended, it is otherwise ; but a change of circumstances would 
not require a change of principles. On the contrary, the 
same principle of loyal affection that would induce him, while 
innocent, to approach the throne with modest confidence, 
would induce him, after having offended, to approach it with 
penitence, or, which is the same thing, to be sorry at heart 
for what he had done: and, if a mediator were at hand, with 
whose interposition the sovereign had declared himself well 
pleased, it would, at the same time, lead him to implore for- 
giveness in his name. 

‘Had Cain lived before the fall, God would not have been 
offended at his bringing an offering without a sacrifice ; but af- 
ter that event, and the promise of the woman’s seed, together 
with the institution of sacrifices, such a conduct was highly 


* Mr. Brine’s Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 50, 51° 
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offensive. It was equally disregarding the threatening and 
the promise : treating the first as if nothing was meant by it; 
and the last as a matter of no account. It was practically 
saying, ‘God is not in earnest. There is no great evil in sin ; 
nor any necessity for an atonement. If I come with my of- 
fering, 1 shall doubtless be accepted, and my Creator will 
' think himself honoured.’ Such is still the language of a 
self-righteous heart. But is it thus that Adam’s posterity, 
while “under the first covenant,” (or, rather, while vainly 
hoping for the promise of the first covenant, after having 
broken its conditions,) are required to approach an offended 
God? Ifthe principle of Adam in innocence was not suited 
to live to God through a mediator, and if this be the standard of 
duty to his carnal descendants, it must, of course, be their 
duty either not to worship God at all, or to worship him as Cain 
did, without any respect to an atoning sacrifice. On the con- 
trary, is there not reason to conclude that the case of Cain 
and Abel was designed to teach mankind, from the very out- 
set of the world, God’s determination to have no fellowship 
with sinners, but through a mediator ; and that all attempts to 
approach him in any other way would be vain and presump- 
tuous ? 

It is true, that man in innocence was unable to repent of 
sin, or. to believe in the Saviour: for be had no sin to repent 
of, nor was any Saviour revealed, or needed. But he was 
equally unable to repent with such a natural sorrow for sin as 
is allowed to be the duty of his posterity, or to believe the his- 
tory of the gospel in the way which is also allowed to be bind- 
ing on all who hear it. To this it might be added, be was un- 
able to perform the duty of a father ; for he had no children 
to educate: nor could he pity or relieve the miserable; for 
there were no miserable objects to be pitied or relieved. Yet 
we do not conclude, from hence, that his descendants are ex- 
cused from these duties. 

*“ That Adam, in a state of innocence,” says Dr. Gill, “« had 
the power of believing in Christ, and did believe in him as 
the second person of the Trinity, as the Son of God, cannot 
well be denied; since, with the other two persons, he was his 
Creator and Preserver. Awp HIS NOT BELIEVING IN HIM AS 
tHe Mrprator, Saviour, anp REDEEMER, DID NOT ARISE 
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PROM ANY DEFECT OF POWER IN Him, BUT FROM. THE STATE, 
CONDITION, AND SITUATION IN WHICH HE WAS, AND FROM THE 
NATURE OF THE REVELATION MADE UNTO Him ; for no doubt, 
Adam had a power to believe every word of God, or any reve- 
lation that was, or might be made unto him.’”* 

The reader will perceive the origin of this objection, if he 
Jook into Dr. Owen’s Display of Arminianism, Chap. VHT. 
He there complains of the ‘‘attempt of Arminians to draw 
down our first parents, even from the ‘instant of their form- 
‘ ing into the same condition wherein we are engaged by reason 
of corrupt nature.”” He mentions several of their maxims and 
sentiments, and, among others, two of their sayings: the one, 
of the Remonstrants, in their Apology ; and the other, of the 
six Arminian Collocutors at the Hague. ‘¢ The will of man,” 
say the former, ‘had never any spiritual endowments.” 
“In the spiritual death of sin,” say the latter, *‘ there are no 
spiritual gifts properly wanting in will, because they were 
never there.” ‘The sum is,” adds the Doctor, ironically, 
‘¢Man was created with a nature, not only weak and imper- 
fect, unable by its native strength and endowments to attain 
that supernatural end for which he was made, and which he 
was commanded to seek ; but depraved also with a love and 
desire of things repugnant to the will of God, by reason of 
an inbred inclination to sinning! It doth not properly belong 
to this place to show how they extenuate those gifts also with 
which they cannot deny but that he was endued, and also 
deny those which he had; as @ power to believe in Christ, or to 
assent unto any truth that God should reveal unto him: and 
yet they grant this privilege unto every one of his posterity, 
in that depraved condition of nature whereinto by sin he cast 
himself and us. We have all now, they tell us, a power of 
believing in Christ; that is, Adam, by his fall, obtained a. su- 
pernatural endowment, far more excellent than any he had 
before!” 

That there are differences between the principle of holiness 
in innocent Adam, and that which is wrought in believers, 
may be admitted. ‘The production of the former was merc- 
ly an expression of the Creator’s purity ; the latter, of his 
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grace: that was capable of being lost; this is secured by 
promise: the one was exercised in contemplating and adoring 
God as the Creator and Preserver ; the other, not only in 
these characters, but as the God of salvation. The same 
may be allowed concerning the life promised to Adam, in case 
of obedience, and that which is enjoyed through a Mediator. 
The one will be greater than the other; for Christ came not 
only that we might have life, but that we might have it more 
abundantly: but these differences are merely circumstantial, 
and, therefore, do not affect the argument. The joy of an- 
gels is greatly increased by man’s redemption ; but it does 
not follow, that their principles are different from what they 
were prior to that event. A life of joy in heaven is far more 
glorious than @ life of communion with God on earth; yet the 
principles of saints on earth, and saints in heaven, are not, 
therefore, of a different nature. 

That the principle of holiness in Adam, and that which is 
wrought in believers, are essentially the same, I conclude, 
from the following reasons. 

First: They are both formed after the same likeness, tue 
imAGE OF Gop. Ged created man in his own image; in the 
image of God created he him.—Pur ye on the new man, 
which, arteR Gop, ts created in righteousness and true holi- 
ness.* If God be immutable in his nature, that which is 
created after him must be the same, for substance, at all 
times, and in all circamstances. There cannot be two speci- 
fically different images of the same original. 

Secondly : Fhey are both a conformity to the same standard, 
THE MORAL Law. ‘That the spirit and conduct of man in in- 
nocence was neither more nor less than a perfect conformity 
to this law, I suppose, will be allowed; and the same may. be 
said of the spirit and conduct.of Jesus Christ, so far as he 
was our exemplar, or the model after which we are formed. 
God’s Jaw was within his heart. It was his meat and drink to 
do his will. He went to the end of the law for righteousness ; 
but it does not appear that he went beyond it. ‘Phe superi- 
ority of his obedience to that of all others lay, not in his do- 
ing more than the law required, but in the dignity of his per- 
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son which stamped infinite value on every thing he did. 
But, if such was the spirit and conduct of Christ, to whose 
image we are predestinated to be conformed, it must of ne- 
cessity, be ours. This also perfectly agrees with those scrip- 
tural representations which describe the work of the Spirit 
as writing God’s law in the heart ;* and with those which 
represent the ultimate. state of holiness to which we shall ar- 
rive in heaven, as no more than a conformity to this law and 
this model: The, spirtts of just) men Mave PERFEcT—We 


- shall be Like HIM. 


Thirdly : The terms used to describe the one timply that it ) 
is of the same nature as the other. Conversion is expressed 
by a return to God ;{ which denotes a recovery to a right 
state of mind, after a departure from him. Regeneration is 
called a washing, which expresses the restoring of the soul 
to purity, from. which it had degenerated ; and, hence, the 
same divine operation is, in the same passage, called the re- 
newing of the Holy Spirit. 

But, “this renovation,’ it bas been said, “is spoken of 
the mind, and not of a principle in the mind.”’; The renew- 
al of the mind must either be natural or moral. If the for- 
mer, it would seem as if we had divested ourselves of the 
use of our natural facullies, and that regeneration consists in 
restoring them. If the latter, by the mind must be meant 
the disposition of the mind, or, as the scripture speaks, the 
spirit of our minds.§ But this amounts to the same thing as 
a principle in our minds. There is no difference between a 
mind being restored to a right state and condition, and a right 
state and condition being restored to the mind. 

Fourthly : Supreme love to God, which is acknowledged to 
he the principle of man in innocence, would necessarily lead a 
fallen creature to embrace the gospel way of salvation. This 
is clearly intimated in our Lord’s reasonings with the Jews ; 
IT know you, that ye have not the love of God tn yous Tam 
come in my Father’s name, and ye receive me not,|| This 
reasoning, on the contrary hypothesis, was invalid ; for, if re- 


* Pea. xl.8. Johniv. 34. Rom.x.4. Jer. xxxi. 33. 
+ Isa. ly. 7. { Motives to Love and Unity, p. 22, 
4 Ephes. iv. 23. {| John vy, 42, 43. 


a 


\ 


84. THE GOSPEL WORTHY {Parw lil. 


ceiving the Messiah was that to which a principle of supreme 
love to God was unequal, anon- reception of him would. al- 
ford no proof of its absence.. They might have had the love 
of God in them, and yet not have received him. . 

The love to God which was possessed by Adam in inno- 
cence was equal to that of the holy angels. His being of the 
earth, earthy, as to his bady, no more proves his inferiority 
to them, as to the principles of his mind, than it proves the 
inferiority of Christ in this respect, who, before bis resur- 
rection was possessed of a natural, and not a_ spiritual body. 
But it cannot be denied, that the angels are capable of under- 
standing, believing, and approving of the gospel way of sal- 
vation. It is above all others, their chosen theme: which 
things the angels desire to look into.* It is true, they do not 
embrace the Messiah as their Saviour; because they do not 
stand in need of salvation: but give a free invitation and their 
principles to a being that wants a Saviour, and he would: not 
scruple a moment about accepting it. It is not possible for a 
creature to love God, without loving the greatest friend of 
God, and embracing a gospel that, more than any thing, 
tends to exalt his character: neither is it possible to love 
mankind with a holy and affectionate regard towards their 
best interests, without loving the friend of sinners, and ap- 
proving of a doctrine that breathes good will to men. 

CoNnCERNING THE DECREES or Gop. 

A general invitation to sinners, to return to God, and be 
saved through Christ, it has been thought, must be inconsist- 
ent with an election of some anda consequent rejection of 
others. Such has been the mode of objecting used by the ad- 
versaries to the doctrines of discriminating grace ;} and such 
‘is the mode of late adopted by our opponents. 

In general, I would observe, if this ‘mode of reasoning 
prove any thing, it will prove too much ; it will prove that it 
is not the duty of some men to attend the means of grace, or 
in any way to seek after the salvation of their souls, or to be in 
the least. degree concerned about it ; for it may be. pleaded, 
that God cannot bave made it their duty, or have invited them 
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to attend the means of salvation, seeing he is determined not 
to bestow salvation upon them. And thus we must not only be 
driven to explain the general invitation to many who never came 
to the gospel-supper, of a mere invitation to attend the means of 
grace, but must absolutely give it up, and the Bible with it, on 
account of its inconsistency. 

Further : This mode of reasoning would prove that the use 
of means in order to obtain a temporal subsistence, and to 
preserve life, is altogether vain and inconsistent. If we be- 

“lieve that the future states of men are determined by God, 
we must also believe the same of their present states. The 
scriptures teach the one, no less than the other. God hath 
determined the times before appointed, and the bounds of our 
habitation.* Our cup is measured, and our loé assigned us.{ 
There is also an appointed time for man upon earth: his days 
are as the days of an hireling. His days are determined, the 
number of his months are with God: he has appointed his bounds 
that he cannot pass.t Yet those who reason as above, with 
regard to things of another life, are as attentive to the affairs 
of-this life as other people. They are no less concerned 
than their neighbours, for their present accommodation ; por 
less employed in devising means for the lengthening out of 
their lives, and of their tranquillity. But, if the purpose of 
God may consist with the agency of man in present concerns, 
it may in those which are future, whether we can perceive 
the link that unites them, or not: andif our duty, in the one 
case, be the same as if no such purpose existed, it is so in 
the other. Secret things belong unto the Lord our God ; but 
those things which are revealed belong unto us, and to our child- 
ren for ever. 

It was the duty of Pharaoh to. have followed the counsel of 
Moses, and to have let the people go; and his sin to pursue 
(hem into the sea: yet it was the purpose of God by this 
means to destroy him.§ Moses sent messengers to Sthon king 
of Heshbon, with words of peace, saying, Let me pass through 
thy land; and it was, doubtless, the duty of Sihon to have 
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complied with the request: yet it appears, by the issue, that 
the Lord had determined to give his country to Israe! for a pos- 
session, and therefore, gave him up to hardness of heart, by 
which it was accomplished.* 

If the days of man are determined, and his bounds appoint- 
ed that be cannot pass them, it must have been determined, 
that that generation of the Israelites which jwent out of Egypt 
should die in the wilderness: yet it was their duty to have 
believed God, and to have gone up to possess the land; and 
their sin to dibelieve him, and turn back in their hearts to 
Egypt. And it deserves particular notice, that this their sin 
is held up, both by David and Paul, as an example for others 
to shun, and that in spiritual concerns.j It was the determi- 
nation of God, that Ahab should fall in his expedition against 
Ramoth-gilead, as was plainly intimated to him by Micaiah: 
yet it was his duty to have hearkened to the counsel that was 
given him, and to have desisted from his purpose {| ‘The de- 
struction of Jerusalem by the Chaldeans was determined of 
God, and frequently foretold by the prophets: yet the inhabit- 
ants were as frequently counselled to return from their evil 
ways, that they might avoid it. Jeremiah particularly entreat- 
ed Zedekiah to follow his counsel, that he might save the city 
and himself from ruin.§ 

However. such things may grate upon the minds of some, 
yet there are cases in which we ourselves are in the habit of 
using similar language, and that without any idea of attri- 
buting to God any thing inconsistent with the greatest perfec- 
tion of moral character. If a wicked man be set on mischiev- 
ous pursuits, and all the advices and warnings of his friends 
be lost upon him, we do not scruple to say, ‘It seems as if 
God had determined to destroy him, and, therefore, has given 
him up to infatuation.” In the use of such language, we have 
no idea of the determination of God being unjust, or capri- 
cious. On the contrary, we suppose he may have wise and 
just reasons for doing as he does; and, as such, notwithstand- 
ing our compassion towards the party, we acquiese «in it. 
Whenever we speak of God as having determined to destroy 
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a person, or a people, we feel the subject too profound for 
our comprehension; and well indeed we may. Even an in- 
spired apostle, when discoursing of God’s rejection of the 
Jewish nation, though he glances at the merciful aspect which 
this awful event wore towards the Gentiles, and traces some 
great and wise designs that should be answered by it; yet 


feels himself lost in his subject’ Standing as on the brink of 


an unfathomable abyss, he exclaims, O the depth of the riches 
both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearch- 
‘able are his gudgments, and his' ways past finding out !* He 
believed the doctrine of divine decrees, or, that God worketh 
all things after the counsel of his own will: but he had no 
idea of making these things any part of the rule of duty ; 
either so as to excuse his countrymen from the sin of unbe- 
lief, or himself from using every possible mean that might 
accomplish their salvation. On the one hand, he quoted the 
words of David as applicable to them, Let their table be made 
a snare, and a trap, and a, stumbling-block, and a@ recompence 
unto them. Onthe other, he declares, I speak to you, Gen- 
tiles—if by any means I may provoke to emulation them which 
are my flesh, and might save some of them.t 

There were those in that day, as well as in this, who ob- 
jected, If things be as God hath purposed, Why doth he yet 
Jind fault; for who hath resisted his will? This was no 
other than suggesting, that the doctrine of decrees must needs 
operate to the setting aside of the fault of sinners ; and this is 
the substance of what has been alleged from that day to this. 
Some, because they cannot conceive of the doctrine but as 


drawing after it the consequence assigned to it by this replyer 


against God, reject it: others appear to have no objection to 
the consequence itself, stamped as it is with infamy by the 
manner in which the apostle repelled it, and, therefore. ad- 
mit the doctrine as connected withit! But so did not Paul. 
He held fast the doctrine of decrees, and held it as comport- 
ing with the fat of sinners. After all that he had written 
upon God’s electing some, and rejecting others, he, in. the 
same chapter, assigns the failure of those that failed to their 
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nat seeking justification by faith in Christ ; but as it were by the 


works of the law, stumbling at that stumbling-stone.* 


‘*God’s word,” says Mr. Brine, ‘‘ and not his secret pur- 
pose, is the rule of our conduct.”’} ‘* We must exactly dis- 
tingnish,” says Dr. Owen, ‘‘ between man’s duty: and God’s 
purpose ; there being no connexion between them. The pur- 
pose and decree of God is not the rule of ourduty ; neitber is 
the performance of our duty, in doing what we are commanded, 
any declaration of what is God’s purpose to do, or his decree 
that it should be done. Especially is this to be seen and con- 
sidered in the duty of the ministers of the gospel ; in the dis- 
pensing of the word, in exhortations, invitations, precepts, and 
threatenings, committed unto them; all which are perpetual 
declaratives of our duty, and do manifest the approbation of the 
thing exhorted and invited to, with the truth of the connexion 
between one thing and another; but not of the counsel or 
purpose of God, in respect of individual persons, in the minis- 
try of the word. A minister is not to make inquiry after, nor 
to trouble himself about, those secrets of the eternal mind of 
God, viz. whom he purposeth to. save, and whom he hath sent 
Christ to die for in particular: itis enough for them to search 
his revealed will, and thence take their directions, from 
whence they have their commissions. Wherefore, there is no 
conclusion from the universal precepts of the word, concern- 
ing the things, unto God’s purpose in himself concerning per- 
sons; they command and invite all to repené and believe ; but 
they know not in particular on whom God will bestow repent- 
ance unto salvation, por in whom he will effect the work of 
aith with power.”’} 

On Particutar Repemerron. 

Objections to the foregoing principles, from the doctrine of 
election, are generally united with those from particular re- 
demption ; and, indeed, they are so connected, that the validity 
of the one stands or falls with that of the other. 

To ascertain the force of the objection, it is proper to in- 
quire, Wherein the peculiarity of vedemption consisis? If 
the atonement of Christ were considered as the literal payment 
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of a debt; if the measure of his sufferings were according to 
the number of those for whom he died, and to the degree of 
their guilt, in such a manner as that, if more had been saved, 
or if those who are saved had been more guilty, his sorrows 
must have been proportionably increased; it might, for aught 
I know, be inconsistent with indefinite invitations. But it 
would be equally inconsistent with the free forgiveness of 
sin, and with sinners being directed to apply for mercy as 
supplicants, rather than as claimants. I conclude, therefore, 
that an hypothesis which in so many important points is mani- 
festly inconsistent with the scriptures, cannot be true. 

On the other hand, if the atonement of Christ proceed not 
on the principle of commercial, but of moral justice, or jus- 
tice as it relates to crime ; if its grand object were to express 
the divine displeasure against sin,* and so to render the exer- 
cise of mercy, in all the ways wherein sovereign wisdom 
should determine to apply it, consistent with righteousness ;{ 
if it be in itself equal to the salvation of the whole world, 
were the whole world to embrace it; and if the peculiarity 
which attends it consists not in its insufficiency to save more 
than are saved, but in the sovereignty of its application, no 
such incoasistency can justly be ascribed to it. 

If the atonement of. Christ excluded a part of mankind zn 
the same sense as it excludes fallen angels, why is the guspel 
addressed to the one, any more than to the other ? The mes- 
sage of wisdom is addressed to men, and not to devils. The 
former are invited to the gospel-supper, but the latter are not. 
These facts afford proof, that Christ, by his death, opened a 
door of hope to sinners of the human race as sinners ; afford- 
ing a ground for their being invited, without distinction, to 
believe and be saved. 

But, as God might send his Son into the world to save men, 
rather than angels; so he may apply his sacrifice to the sal- 
vation of some men, and not of others. It is a fact, that a 
great part of the world have never heard the gospel; that 
the greater part of those who have heard it disregard it ; and 
that those who believe are taught to ascribe not only their 
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salvation, but faith itself, through which it is obtained, to the 
free gift of God. And as the application of redemption is 
solely directed by sovereign wisdom; so, like every other 
event, it is the result of previous design. That which is ac- 
tually done was intended to be done. Hence the salvation of 
those that are saved is described as the end which the Saviour 
had in view: He gave himself for us, that he might redeem us 
from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, 
zealous of good works.* Herein, it is apprehended, consists 
the peculiarity of redemption. 

There is no contradiction between this peculiarity of design- 
in the death of Christ, and a universal obligation on those who 
hear the gospel, to believe in him, or a universal invitation 

‘being addressed to them. If God, through the death of his 
Son, have promised salvation to all who comply with the gos- 
pel; and if there be no natural impossibility as to a compli- 
ance, nor any obstruction but that which arises from aversion 
of heart ; exhortations and invitations to believe and be saved 
are consistent ; and our duty as preachers of the gospel, is to 
administer them, without’ any more regard to particular re- 
demption than to election; both being secret things, which 
“belong to the Lord our God, and which, however they be a 
rule to him, are nove tous. If that which sinners are called 
upon to believe, respected the particular design of Christ to 
save them, it would then be inconsistent : but they are neither 
exhorted nor invited to believe any thing but what is revealed, 
and what will prove true, whether they believe it, or not. He 
that believeth in Jesus Christ, must believe in him as he is 
revealed in the gospel: and that is as the Saviour of sinners. 
It is only as a sinner, exposed to the righteous displeasure of 
God, that he must approach him. If he think of coming to 
him as a favourite of heaven, or as possessed. of any good 
qualities which may recommend him before other sinners, he 
deceives his soul: such notions are the bar to believing. 
‘sHe that will know his own particular redemption, before he 
will believe,” says a well-known writer, ‘ begins at the wrong 
end of his work, and is very unlikely to come that way to the 
kwowledge of it-—Any man that owns'himself a@ sinner, hath 
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as fair a ground for his faith, as any one in the world that 
hath not yet believed ; nor may any person, on any account, 
exclude himself from redemption, unless by his obstinate and 
resolved continuance in unbelief, he hath marked. out 
himself.’’* ee 

‘The preachers of the gospel, in their particular congre- 
gations,” says another, ‘being utterly unacquainted with the 
purpose and secret counsel of God, being also forbidden to 
pry or search into it. (Deut. xxix. 29.) may justifiably call 
upon every man to believe, with an assurance of salvation to 
every one in particular, upon his so doing ; knowing, and being 
fully persuaded of this, that there is enough in the death 
of Christ to save every one that shall do so: leaving the pur- 
pose and counsel of God, on whom he will bestow faith, and 
for whom in particular, Christ died, (even as they are com- 
manded,) to himself.’>—‘* When God calleth upon men to be- 
lieve, he doth not, in the first place, call upon them to believe 
that Christ died for them; but that there 1s none other name 
under heaven, given among men, whereby we must be saved, 
but only of Jesus Christ, through whom salvation is preach- 
ed.’’t 

OF SINNERS BEING UNDER THE COVENANT OF “ORKS. 

Much has been said on this subject in relation to the pre- 
sent controversy.{ Yet I feel at a loss in forming a judgment 
wherein the force of the objection lies, as it is no where, 
that I recollect, formed into a regular argument. If 1 under- 
stand Mr. Brine, he supposes, First, That all duty is required 
by the law, either as a rule of life, or as a covenant. _ Second- 
ly: That all unconverted sinners being under the law as a 
covenant, whatever the revealed will of God now requires of 
them, it is to be considered as the requirement of that cov- 
enant. Thirdly: That the terms of the covenant of works 
being Do, and live : it cannot, for this reason, be Believe, and 
be saved. 

But, allowing the distinction between the law as a rule of 
life, and as a covenant, to be just - before any conclusion can 
be drawn from it, it requires to be ascertained, in what sense 
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unbelievers are under a covenant of works: and whether, in 
some respects, it be not their sin to continueso? That they 
are under the curse, for having broken it, is truce; and that 
they are still ce to substitute something in the place of 
perfect obedience, by ‘which they may regain the divine fa- 
your, is true also 3 but this latter ought not to be.* A seli- 
righteous attachment to a covenant of works, or, as the scrip- 
ture expresses it, a being of the works of the law, is no: other 
than the working of unbelief, and rebellion against the truth. 
Strictly speaking, men are not now. under the covenant of 
works, but under the curse for having broken it. God is not 
in covenant with them, nor they with him. The law, as a cov- 
enant, was recorded, and a new and enlarged edition of it given 
to Israel at mount Sinai; not, however, for the purpose of 
3 giving life to those who had broken it; but, rather, as a pre- 
parative to a better-covenant. Its precepts still stand as the 
immutable will of God towards his creatures ; its promises, as 
memorials of what might have been expected from his. good- 
ness, in case of obedience ; and its curses, as a flaming sword 
that guards the tree of life. It is stationed in the oracles of 
God, as a faithful watchman, to repel the vain hopes of the 
self-righteous, and convince them of the necessity of a Sa- 
viour.{ Hence, it was given to Israel. by the hand of Moses, 
as a mediator. See Gal. iii. 19--21. 

But, if unbelievers be no otherwise under the covenant of 
works than as they are exposed to its curse, it is improper to 
say, that whatever is required of them in the scriptures is re- 
quired by that covenant, and as aterm of life. God requires 
nothing of fallen creatures as a term of life. He requires 
them to Jove him with all their hearts, the same as if they 
had never apostatized ; but not with a view to regain his lost 
favour: for, were they, henceforward, perfectly to comply 
with the divine precepts, unless they could atone for past of- 
fences (which is impossible,) they could have no ground to 
expect the bestowment of everlasting life. It is enough for 
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us, that the revealed will of God to sinners says, Believe ; while 
- the gospel graciously adds the promise of salvation. 

Ox THE INABILITY OF SINNERS TO. BELIEVE in CHRIST, AND 
DO THINGS SPIRITUALLY GOOD. 3 es 
_ This objection is seldom made in form, unless it hie by persons 
who deny it to be the duty of 2 sinner to love God with all his 
heart, and his neighbour as himself. Intimations are often 
given, however, that it is absurd and cruel to require of any 
man what is beyond his power to comply with; and, as the 
scriptures declare, that Yo man can come to Christ, except 
the Father draw him; and that the natural man receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God, neither can he know them, be- 
_ cause they are spiritually discerned; _it-is concluded, that™ 
these are things to which the sinner, while unregenerate, is 
under no obligation. 

The answer that has frequently been made to this reasoning 
is, in effect, as follows: ‘Men are no more unable to do 
things spiritually good, than they are to be subject to the law 
of God, which the carnal mind is not, nor can be. And the 
reason why we have no power to comply with these things is, 
we have lost it by the fall: but though we have lost our abili- 
ty to obey, God has not lost his authority to command.’ 
There is some truth in this answer; but it is apprehended to 
be insufficient. It is true, that sinners are no more and no 
otherwise unable to do any thing spiritually good, than they 
are to yield a perfect submission to God’s holy law ; and that 
the inability of both arises from the same source—the origi- 
nal apostasy of human nature. Yet, if the nature of this in- 
ability were direct, or such as consisted in the want of ration- 
al faculties, bodily powers, ov external advantages ; its be- 
ing the consequence of the fall would not set aside the objec- 
tion. Some men pass through life totally insane. This may 
be one of the effects of sin; yet the scriptures. never convey 
any idea of such persons being dealt with, at the last judg- 
ment, on the same ground as if they had been sane. On the 
contrary, they teach, that fo whom much is given, of him 
much shall be required.* Another is deprived of the sight of 
his eyes, and so rendered unable to read the scriptures. This 
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also may be. the effect of sin; and, in some cases, of his own 
personal misconduct: but, whatever punishment may be in- 
flicted on him for such misconduct, he is not blameworthy for 
not reading the scriptures, after he had lost his ability to do 
so. A third possesses the use of reason, and of all his senses, 
and members; but has no other opportunity of knowing the 
will of God than what is afforded him by the hght of nature. 
It would be equally repugnant to scripture and reason, to 
suppose that this man will be judged by the same rule as 
others who have lived under the light of revelation. As many © 
as have sinned without law, shall also perish without law ; 
and as many as have sinned in the law, shall be judged by the 
law.* 

The inability, in each of these cases, is natural; and, to 
whatever degree it exists, let it arise from what cause it may, 
it excuses its subject of blame, in the account of both God and 
man. The law of God itself requires no creature to love 
him, or obey him, beyond his strength, or with more than all 
the powers which he possesses. If the inability of sinners to 
believe in Christ, or to do things spiritually good, were of 
(his nature, it would undoubtedly form an excuse in their fa- 
vour; and it must be as absurd to exhort them to such duties, 
as to exhort the blind to look, the deaf to hear, or the dead 
to walk. But the inability of sinners is not such as to induce 


the Judge of all the earth (who cannot do other than right) 


to abate in his demands. It is a fact that he does require 
them, (and that, without paying any regard to their inability, 
to love him, and to fear him, and to do all his commandments 
always. The blind are admonished éo look, the deaf to hear, 
and the dead to arise.| If there were no other proof than 
what is afforded by this single fact, it ought to satisfy us that 
the blindness, deafness, and death of sinners, to that which is 
spiritually good, is of a different nature from that which fur- 
nishes an excuse. This, however is not the only ground of 
proof. The thing speaks for itself There is an essential 
difference between an inability which is independent of the 
inclination, and one that is owing to nothing else. It is equal- 
ly impossible, no doubt, for any person to do that which he 


* Rom. ii, 12. tTea. xl. 18, Ephes, y. 14, 
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_ has no mind to do, A to perform that which surpasses his 
_ natural powers ; and hence itis, that the same terms are used 
‘in the one case, as inthe other. Those who were under the 
dominion of enmity and malignity, cou,p not speak peaceably ; 
and those who have eyes full of adultery, cannot cease from 
sin. Hence, also, the following language: How can ye, be- 
ing evil, speak good things ?—The natural man receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God, neither can he know them.— 
The carnal mind is enmity against God; and is not subject to 
the law of God, neither indeed can be.—They that are in the 
flesh: cannot please God.—No man can come to me, except 
the Father which hath sent me, draw him. 1t is also true, 
that many have affected to treat the distinction between natu- 
ral and moral inability as more curious than solid. ‘If we 
be unable,’ say they,‘ we are unable.’ As to the nature of 
the inability, it is a matter of no account. Such distinctions 
are perplexing to plain Christians, and bevond their capacity.’ 
But, surely, the plainest and weakest Christian, in reading his 
Bible, if he pay any regard to what he reads, must perceive 
a manifest difference between the blindness of Bartimeus, 
who was ardently desirous that he might receive his sight, and 
that of the unbelieving Jews, who closed their eyes, le; they 
should see, and be converied, and be healed ;* and between the 
‘want of the natural sense of hearing, and the state of those who 
have ears, but hear not, 

So far as my observation extends, those persons who affect 
to treat this distinction as a matter of mere curious specula- 
tion, are as ready to make use of it as other people, where 
their own interest is. concerned. If they be accused of inju- 
ring their fellow-creatures, and can allege that what they did 
was not knowingly, or of design, | believe they never fail to 
do so: or, when charged with neglecting their duty to a pa- 
rent, or a master, if they can say, in truth, that they were 
unable to do it at the time, let their will have been ever so 
good, they are never known to omit the plea; and should 
such a master or parent reply, by suggesting that their want 
of ability arose from want of inclination, they would very 
easily understand it to be the language of reproach, and. be 


* Mark x. 51. Matt. xiii. 15. 
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very carnest to maintain the contrary. You never hear a per- 
son, in such circumstances, reason as he does in religion. He 
does not say, ‘If | be unable, I am unable; it is of no account 
whether my inability be of the kind or that:’ but he labours 
with all bis might to establish the difference. Now, if the 
subject be so clearly understood and acted upon, where inter- 
est is concerned, and never appears difficult but in religion, 
it is but too manifest where the difficulty lies. If by fixing 
the guilt of our conduct upon our father Adam, we can sit 


comfortably in our nest; we shall be very averse from a sen- 


timent that tends to disturb our repose, by planting a tliorn 
in it. . : 

It is sometimes objected, that the inability of sinners to be- 
lieve in Christ, is not the effect of their depravity ; for that 
Adam himself, in his purest state, was only a natural man, 
and had no power to perform spiritual duties. But this ob- 
jection belongs to another topic, and has, I hope, been already 
answered. To this, however, it may be added, The natural 
man who receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, {1 Cor. 
ii. 14.) is not a man possessed of the holy image of God, as 
was Adam, but of mere natural accomplishments; as were 


the wise men of the world, the philosophers of Greece and. 


Rome, to whom the things of God were foolishness. More- 
over, if the inability of sinners to perform spiritual duties 
were of the kind alleged in the objection, they must be equal- 
ly unable to commit the opposite sins. He that, from the 
constitution of this nature, is absolutely unable to understand, 
or believe, or love a certain kind of truth. must, of necessity, 
be alike unable to shut his eyes against it, to disbelieve, to re- 
ject, or to hate it. But it is manifest that all men are capa- 
ble of the latter; it must, therefore, follow, that nothing but 
the depravity of their heart renders them incapable of the 
former. 

Some writers, as has been already observed, have allowed, 
that sinners are the subjects. of an inability which arises from 


. 


their depravity : but they still contend that this is not all; but — 


that they are both naturally and morally unable to believe in 
Christ: and this they think agreeable to the scriptures, which 
represent them as both wnable and unwilling to come to him 
for life. Butthese two kinds. of inability cannot consist with 


ie 


” ill del Ms : ® 3 
| Pa. # ioe 


Parr Il J OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 97 


each other, sovas 1g Boe exist in the same subject, and towards — 
the same thing. A moral inability supposes a natural ability. 


A 10 never, in any state, was possessed of the power of 
see fe, cannot be said to shut his eyes against the light. If 


the Jews had not been possessed of natural powers, equal to 


the knowledge of Christ’s doctrine, there had been no justice 
in that cutting question and answer, ‘Why do ye not under- 
stand my speech? Because ye cannor hear my word. A 
total physical mability must, of necessity, supersede a moral 


‘one. To suppose, therefore, that the phrase, No man can 


come to me, is meant to describe the former ; and, Ye wit 
not come to me, that ye may have life, the latter; is to suppose, 


’ that our Saviour taught what is self-contradictory. 


Some have supposed, that in attributing physical or natu- 
ral power to men, we deny their natural depravity. Through 
the poverty of language, words are obliged to be used in dif- 
ferent senses. When we speak of men as by nature depraved, 
we do not mean to convey, the idea of sin being an essential 
part of human nature, or of the constitution of man as 


_ man: our meaning is, that it is not a mere effect of education 


and example ; but is, from his very birth, so interwoven 
through all his powers, so ingrained, as it were, in its very 
soul, as to grow up with him, and become natural to him. 

On the other hand, when the term natural is used, as oppo- 
sed to moral, and applied to the powers of the soul, it is de- 
signed to express those faculties which are strictly a part of 
our nature as men, and which are necessary to our being ac- 
countable creatures. By confounding these ideas, we may be 
always disputing, and bring nothing to an issue. 

Finally : It is sometimes suggested, that, to attribute to sin- 
ners a natural ability of performing things spiritually good, is 
to nourish their self-sufficiency ; and that to represent it as 
only moral, is'to’suppose that it is not insuperable, but may, 
after all, be overcome by efforts of their own. But surely it 
is not necessary, in order to destroy a spirit of self-sufficiency, 
to deny that we are men, and accountable creatures; which is 
all that natural ability supposes. If any person imagine it 
possible, of his own accord, to choose. that from which he is 
utterly averse, let him make the trial. 

Some have alleged, that ‘natural power is only sufficient 

Vou. I. . : N 
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} be 
io perform natural things;, and that spit power is required 
to the performance of spiritual things.” But this statement 
is far from accurate. Natural power is as necessary ie 
performance of spiritual, as of natural things: we must po 

sess the powers of men, in order to perform the duties of, 
good men. And as to spiritual power, or, which is the same 
thing, a right state of mind, it is not properly.a faculty of the 


soul, but a quality which it possesses; and which, though it 


be essential to the actual performance of spiritual obedience, 
yet it is not necessary to our being under neers to. per- 
form it. 

Uf a traveller, from a disinclination to the western continent, 
should direct his course perpetsially towards the east, he would, 
in time, arrive at the place which he designed to shun. In 
like manner, it bas been remarked, by some who have ob- 
served the progress of this controversy, that there are certain 


important points in which false Calvinism, in its ardent desire 


to steer clear of Arminianism, is brought to agree with it. We 
have seen already, that they agree in their notions of the ori- 
ginal boliness in Adam, and in the inconsistency of the duty 


of believing with the doctrines of election and particular re- 


demption. To this may be added, they are agreed.in making 
the grace of God necessary to the accountableness of sinners 
with regard to spiritual obedience. The one pleads for grace- 
less sinners being free from obligation; the other admits of 
obligation, but founds it on the notion of universal grace. 
Both are agreed, that where there is no grace, there is no 
duty. But if grace be the ground of obligation, it is no more 
grace, but debt. It is that which, if any thing good be re- 
quired of the sinner, cannot justly be withheld. This is; in 
effect, acknowledged by both parties. The one contends, that 
where no grace is given, there can be no obligation to spiritual 
obedience; and, therefore, acquits the unbeliever of guilt 
m not coming to Christ that he might have life, and in the 


neglect of all spiritual religion. The other argues, that, if man 


be totally depraved, and no grace be given him to counteract 
his depravity ; he is blameless ; that is, his depravity is’ 

tonger depravity ; he is innocent in the account of his judge : 
consequently, he can, need no saviour; and, if justice be done 
him, will be exeimpt from pnnishment, (if. not entitled to hea- 
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ven,) in virtue of his personal imnocence. ‘Thus the whole 
system of grace is rendered void: and fallen angels, who have 
no been partakers of it, must be in a far preferable state to 
that of fallen men, who, by Jesus taking hold of their nature, 
are liable to become blameworthy and eternally lost. But, if 
the essential powers of the mind be the same, whether we be 
pure or depraved, and be sufficient to render any creature an 
~ accountable being, whatever be his disposition, grace is what 
its proper meaning imports—free favour, or favour towards 
- the unworthy ; and the redemption of Christ, with all its holy 
and happy effects, is what the scriptures represent it—neces- 
sary to deliver us from’the state into which we were fallen, 
antecedently to its being bestowed.* 

OF THE WoRK oF THE Hoty Srtrir. 

The+scriptures clearly ascribe both repentance and fuith, 
wherever they exist, to divine influence.| From hence, many 
have concluded, that they cannot be duties required of sinners. 
If sinners have been required from the pulpit to repent or 
believe, they have thought it’sufficient to show the absurdity 
of such exhortations, by saying, ‘A heart of flesh is of God’s 
giving : faith is not of ourselves; it is the gift of God: as 
though these things were inconsistent, and it were improper to 
exhort to any thing but what can be done of ourselves, and 
without the influence of the Holy Spirit. 

The whole weight of this objection rests upon the supposi- 
tion that we do not stand in need of the Holy Spirit to enable 

‘us to comply with our duty. If this principle were admitted, 
we must conclude, either, with the Arminians and Socinians, 
that “ faith and conversion, seeing they are acts of obedience, 
cannot be wrought of God ;’’} or, with the objector, that, see- 
ing they are wrought of God, they cannot be acts of obedi- 
ence. But, if we need the influence of the Holy Spirit to ena- 
ble us to do our duty, both these methods of reasoning fall to 


\ 


the ground. 
And is it not manifest, that the godly, in all ages, have con- 


sidered themselves insufficient to perform those things, 70 


* Rom. v. 5. 15—21. Heb. ix. 27, 28. 1 Thes. i, 10. 
t Ezek. xi. 19, 2 Tim, ii. 25. Ephes.i. 19. ii. 8 
¢ See Owen’s Display of Arminianism, Chap. X. 
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whieh, nevertheless, they acknowledge. themselves to be 


obliged? The rule of. duty is what God requires of us: but — 
he requires those things which good men have always — : 


themselves, on account of the sinfulness of their nature, insuf- 
ficient to perform. He desireth truth in the inward part: 
yet an apostle acknowledges; We are not sufficient of our- 
selves to think any thing as of ourselves: but our sufficiency 
is of God.*— The Spirit, saith he, helpeth our infirmities: for 
we know not what we should pray for AS WE OUGHT: but the 
Spirit itself maketh intercession for us with groanings which 
cannot be uttered. The same things are required in one 
place, which are promised in another: Only fear the Lord, 
and serve him in truth with all your heart—I will put my 
fear in their hearts that they shall not depart from me.{ 
When the sacred writers speak of the divine precepts, they 
neither disown them, nor infer from them a self-sufficiency to 
conform to them; but turn them into prayer: Thow hast com- 
} MANDED us. to keep thy precepts diligently. O that my ways 
were directed to keep thy statutes!{ In fine, the scriptures 
uniformly teach us, that all our sufficiency to do good, orto 
abstain from evil, is from above: repentance and faith, there- 
fore, may be duties, notwithstanding their being the gifts of 
God. ' 
If our insufficiency for this, and every other good thing, 
arose from a natural impotency, it would indeed excuse us 
from obligation ; but, if it arise from the sinful dispositions of 
our hearts, it is otherwise. Those whose eyes are full of adul- 
tery, and THEREFORE, cannot cease from sin, are under the 
same obligations to live a chaste and sober life, as other men 
are: yet, if ever their dispositions be changed, it must be by 
an influence from without them; for it is not in them to re- 
linquish their courses of their own accord. Ido not mean to 
suggest, that this species of evil prevails in all sinners: but 
sin, in some form, prevails, and has its dominion over them, 
and to such a degree that nothing but the grace of God can 
effectually cure it. It is depravity only that renders the re- 
generating influence of the Holy Spirit necessary. ‘ The* 


* Psalm li. 6. 2 Cor, iii 5. 
t 1 Sam, xi. 24. Jer. xxxii. 40. t Psa. exix. 4, 5. 
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bare and outward declaration of the word of God,” says a 
great writer,* ‘* ought to have largely sufficed to make it to be 
believed, if our own blindness and stubbornness did not with- 
standit. But our mind hath such an inclination to vanity, that 
it can never cleave fast to the truth of God ; and such a dulness, 
that. it is always blind, and cannot see the light thereof. There- 
fore there is nothing available done by the word, without the 


“enlightening of the Holy Spirit.” 


On THE NECESSITY OF A DIVINE PRINCIPLE, IN ORDER TO 


- BELIEVING, 


About fifty years ago, much was written in favour of this 
position by Mr. Brine. Of late years much has been ad- 
vanced against it, by Mr. Booth, Mr. M‘Lean, and others. I 
cannot pretend to determine what ideas Mr. Brine attached to 
the term principle. He probably meant something different 
from what God requires of every intelligent creature ; and if 
this were admitted to be necessary to believing, such believing 
could not be the duty of any, except those who were possess- 
ed of it. Ihave no interest in this question, further than to 
maintain, that ¢he moral state, or disposition of the soul, has 
a necessary influence on believing in Christ. This I feel no 
difficulty in admitting, on the one side, nor in defending, on 
the other. If faith were an involuntary reception of the truth, 
and were produced merely by the power of evidence ; if the 
prejudiced or unprejudiced state of the mind had no influence 
in retarding or promoting it: in fine, if it were wholly an in- 
tellectual, and not a moral exercise ; nothing more than ra- 
tionality, or a capacity of understanding the nature of evidence, 
would be necessary to it. In this case, it would not be a duty ; 
nor would unbelief be asin, buta mere mistake of the judg- 
ment. Nor could there be any need of divine influence ; for 
the special influences of the Holy Spirit are not required for 


the production of that which has no holiness in it. But if, on 


the other hand, faith mm Christ be that on which the will 
has an influence ; if it be the same thing as receiving the love 
of the truth, that we may be saved ; if aversion of heart be the 
only obstruction to it, and the removal of that aversion be the 
kind of influence necessary to produce it ; (and whether these 


* Calvin : See Institutes, Book III, Chap. I. 
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ane be so, or not, let the evidence adduced in the Second 


Part of this Treatise determine ;*) a contrary conclusion must 9) 


be drawn. The mere force of evidence, however clear, will 
not change the disposition of the heart. In this case, therefore, 
and this only, it requires the exceeding greatness of divine pow- 
er to enable a sinner to believe. 

But, as I design to notice this subject more fully in du Ap-_ 
pendix, 1 shall here pass it over, and attend to the ,objection to 
faith being a duty, which is derived from it. If a sinner can- 
not believe in Christ without being renewed in the spirit of 
his mind; believing, it is suggested, cannot be his cmmediate 
duty. It is remarkable in how many points the system here 
opposed agrees with Arminianism. The latter admits believ- 
ing to be the® duty of the unregenerate ; but, on this account, 
denies the necessity of a divine change in order to it. The 
former admits the necessity of a divine change in order to be- 
lieving ; but, on this account, denies that believing can be the 
duty of the unregenerate. In this they are agreed, that the 
necessity of a divine change and the obligation of the sinner 
cannot comport with each other. 

But, if this argument have any force, it will prove more 
than its abettors wish to prove. It will prove that divine 
influence is not necessary to believing; or, if it be, that faith 
is not the IMMEDIATE duty of the sinner. Whether divine in- 
fluence change the bias of the heart in order to believing, or 
cause us to believe without such change, or only assist us in it, 
makes no difference as to this argument: if it be antecedent, 
and necessary to believing, believing cannot be a duty, accord- 
ing to the reasoning in the objection, till it is communicated. 
On this principle, Socinians, who allow faith to be the sinner’s 
immediate duty, deny it to be the gift of God.t 

To me, it appears that the necessity of divine influence, 
and even of a change of heart, prior to believing, is perfect- 
ly consistent with its being the immediate duty of the unre- 
generate. If that disposition of heart which is produced by 
the Holy Spirit, be no more than every intelligent creature 
ought at all times to possess, the want of it can afford no ex- 


* Particularly, Propositions IV. V. 
+ Narrative of the York Baptists, Letter III. 
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cuse for the omission of any duty to which it is necessary. 
Let the contrary supposition be applied to the common affairs 
. of life, and we shall see what a result will be produced. 
_ Lam not possessed of a principle of common honesty : 
- Batno man is obliged to exercise a principle which he does 

not possess ; 
Therefore 1 am not obliged to live in the exercise of com- 
mon honesty ! 

While reasoning upon the absence of moral principles, we 
- are exceedingly apt.to forget ourselves, and to consider them 
as a kind of natural accomplishment, which we are not 
obliged to possess, but merely to improve, in case of being 
possessed of them; and that, till then, the whole of our du- 
ty consists either in praying to God to bestow them upon us, 
or in waiting till he shall graciously be pleased to do so. 
But what should we say, if a man were to reason thus with 
respect to the common duties of life? Does the whole duty 
of a dishonest man consist in either praying to God. to make 
him honest, or wating tillthe does so? Every one, in this 
case, feels that an honest heart is ttse/f that which he ought to 
possess. Nor would any man, in matters that concerned his 


own interest, think of excusing such deficiency by alleging that — 


the poor man could not give it to himself, nor act otherwise than 
he did, till he possessed it. 

If an upright heart towards God and man be not itself re- 
quired of us, nothing is or can be required; for all duty is 
comprehended in the acting-out of the heart. Even those 
who would compromise the matter, by allowing that sinners 
are not obliged to possess an upright heart, but merely to 
pray and wait for it, if they would oblige themselves to un- 
derstand words, before they used them, must perceive that 
there is no meaning in this language. For, if it be the duty 
of a sinner to pray to God for an upright heart, and to wazé 
for its bestowment, { would inquire, whether these exercises 
ought to be attended to sincerely, or insincerely ; with a true 
desire after the object sought, or without it? It will not be 
pretended, that he ought to use these means insincerely : but 
to say he ought to use them sincerely, or with a desire after 
that for which he prays and waits, is equivalent to saying, he 
ought to be sincere ; which is the same thing as possessing ar 
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upright heart. If a*sinner be destitute of all desire after 
God, and spiritual things, and set.on evil; all the forms into, 
which his duty may be thrown, will make no difference. The — 
carnal heart will meet it in every approach, and repel it. Ex- 
hort him to repentance’ he tells you he cannot-repent ; his 
heart is too hard to melt, or be anywise affected with his 
situation. Say, with a certain writer, he ought to endeavour 
to repent: he answers, he has no heart to go about it. Tell 
him he must pray to God to give him a heart: he replies, 
prayer is the expression of desire, and | have none-to express. 
What shall we say then? Seeing he cannot repent, cannot find 
in his heart to endeavour to repent, cannot pray sincerely for 
a heart to make such an endeavour ; shall we deny his asser- 
tions, and tell him he is not so wicked as he makes himself ? 
This might be more than we should be able to maintain. Or 
shall we allow them, and acquit him of obligation? Rather 


‘ ought we not to return to the place where we set out, admon- 


ishing, him, as the scriptures direct, to repent and believe the 
gospel; declaring to him that what he calls his inability is his 
sin and shame ; and warning him against the idea of its avail- 
ing him another day ; not in expectation that, of his own ac? 


. cord, he may change his mind, but in hope that God peradven- 


ture may give him repentance to the acknowledging of the truth. 

This doctrine, it will be said, must drive sinners to despair. 
Be it so: it is such despair as I wish to see prevail. Until a 
sinner despair of any help from himself, he will never fall into 
the arms of sovereign mercy: butif once we are convinced 
that there is no help tn us, and that this, so far from excusing us, 
us, is a proof of the greatest wickedness, we shall then begin 
to pray as lost sinners ; and such prayer, offered im the name of 
Jesus, will be heard. 

Other objections may bave been advanced ; but I hope it 
will be allowed, that the most important ones have been fairly 
stated : whether they have been answered, the reader will judge. 
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CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS. 


EY 


Firsv: Though faith be a duty, the requirement of wt is 


“not to be considered as a mere exercise of AuTHoRITY, but of 


INFINITE GoopnEss ; binding us to pursue our best interest. 
ifa message of peace were sent to a company of rebels, whw 
had been conquered, and lay at the mercy of their injured 
sovereign, they must of course be required to repent, and 
embrace it, ere they could be interested in it; yet such a re- 
quirement would not be considered, by impartial men, as a 
mere exercise of authority. It is true, the authority of the 
sovereign would accompany it, and the proceeding would 
be so conducted, as that the honour of his government should 
be preserved: but the grand character of the message would 
be mercy. Neither would the goodness of it be diminish- 
ed by the authority which attended it, nor by the malig- 
nant disposition of the parties. Should some of them even 
prove incorrigible, and be executed as hardened. traitors, 
the mercy of the sovereign in sending the message would be 
just the same. They might possibly object, that the govern- 
ment which they had resisted was hard and rigid; that 
their parents before them had always disliked it, and had 
taught them from their childhood to despise it; that to require 
them to embrace with all their hearts a message, the very tm- 
port of which was that they had transgressed without cause, 
and deserved to die, was too humiliating for flesh and blood to 
bear ; and that, if he would not pardon them without their cor- 
dially subscribing such an instrument, he had better have left 
them to die as they were : for, instead of its being good news 
to them, it would prove the means of aggravating their misery. 
Every loyal subject, however, would easily perceive that it 
was good. news, anda great instance of mercy, however they 
might treat it, and of whatever evil, through their perverse- 
ness, it might be the occasion. 

If faith in Christ be the duty of the ungodly, it must, of 
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course, follow, that every sinner, whatever be his character, is 
completely warranted to trust in the Lord Jesus Christ for the 
salvation of his soul. {n other words, he has every possible 
encouragement to relinquish his former attachment and confi- 
dences, and to commit his soul into the hands of Jesus to be 
saved. If believing in Christ, be a privilege belonging only 
to the regenerate, and no sinner, while unregenerate, be war- 
ranted to exercise it, as Mr. Brine maintains,* it will follow, 
either that a sinner may know himself to be regenerate before 
he believes, or that the first exercise of faith is an act of pre- 
sumption. ‘That the bias of the heart requires to be turned to 
God antecedently to believing, has been admitted; because 
the nature of believing is such, that it cannot be exercised 
while the soul is under the dominion of wilful blindness, hard- 
ness, and aversion. These dispositions are represented in the 
scriptures, as a bar in the way of faith, as being inconsistent 
with it;f and which, consequently, require to be taken out of 
the way. But, whatever necessity there may be for a change 
of heart in order to believing, it is neither necessary nor pos- 
sible that the party should be conscious of it till he has be- 
lieved. It is necessary that the eyes of a blind man should 
be opened before he can see: but it is neither necessary nor 
possible for him to know that bis eyes are open’ till he does 
see. It is only by surrounding objects appearing to his view, 
that he knows the obstructing film to be removed. But, if 
regeneration be necessary to warrant believing, and yet it be 
impossible to obtain a consciousness of it till we have be- 
lieved, it follows, that the first exercise of faith is without 
foundation; that is, it is not faith, but presumption. 

If believing be the duty of every sinner to whom the gos- 
pel is preached, there can be no doubt as to a warrant for it, 
whatever be his character: and to maintain the latter, without 
admitting the former, would be reducing it to a mere matter of 
discretion. It might be ineapedient to reject the way of sal- 
vation, but it could not be unlawful. 

Secondly : Though believing in Christ is a compliance with 
a duty, yet itis not as a duty, or by way of reward for x vir- 
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tuous act, that we are said to be justified by it. It is true, 
God does reward the services of his people, as the scriptures 
abundantly teach: but. this fol/ows upon justification. We 
must stand accepted in the Beloved, before our services can 
be acceptable or rewardable. Moreover, if we were justified 
by faith as @ duty, justification by faith could not be, as it iz, 
opposed to justification by works: To him that worketh is the 
reward not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that 
worketh not, but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, 


his faith is counted for rightesusness.* The scripture doc- 


trine of justification by faith, in opposition to the works of 
the law, appears, to me, as follows: by believing in Jesus 
Christ, the sinner becomes vitally united to him, or, as the 
scriptures express it, joined to the Lord, and is of one spirit 
with him;{ and this union, according to the divine constitu- 

tion, as revealed i in the gospel, is the ground of an interest in 
his righteousness. Agreeable to this is the following lan- 
guage: There is now, therefore, NO GONDEMNATION to them 
that are 1n Christ Jesus.—Of him are ye 1n Christ Jesus. who 
of God is made unto us nicHTEoUsNESs, &c.—That I may be 
found tw him, not having mine own righteousness which is of 
the law, but that which is through the faith of Christ.. As 
the union which, in the order of nature, precedes a revealed 
interest in Christ’s righteousness, is spoken of in allusion to 
that of marriage, the one may serve to illustrate the other A 
rich and generous character, walking in the fields, espies a 
forlorn female infant, deserted by some unfeeling parent in the 
day that it was born, and left to perish. He sees its helpless 
condition, and resolves to save it. Under his kind patronage 
the child grows up to maturity. He now resolves to make her 
his wife : casts his skirt over her, and she becomes his. She 
is now, according to the public statutes of the realm, interest- 
ed in all his possessions. Great is the transition! Ask her, in 
the height of her glory, how she became possessed of all this 
wealth; and, if she retain a proper spirit, she will answer in 
some such manner as this: ‘It was not mine, but my deliver- 
er’s; his who rescued me from death. It is no reward of 


_ any good deeds on my part: it is by marriage: . . . itis of 


grace. 
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“It is easy to perceive, ia this case, that it was necessary she 
should be voluntarily married to her husband, before she could, 
according to the public statutes of the realm, be interested in 
his possessions ; and that she now enjoys those possessions by 
marriage ; yet who would think of asserting, that her con- 
senting to be his wife was a meritorious act, and that all his 
possessions were given her as the reward of it? 

Thirdly: From the foregoing view of things, we may per- 
ceive the alarming situation of unbelievers. By unbelievers, 
I mean not only avowed infidels, but all persons who hear, or 
have opportunity to hear, the gospel, or to come at the know- 
ledge of what is taught in the holy scriptures, and do not cor- 
dially embrace it. It is an alarming thought to be a sinner 
against the greatest and best of beings ; but to be an unbeliev- 
ing sinner, is much more so. There is deliverance from the 
curse of the law, through him who was made a curse for us. 
But if, like the barren fig-tree, we stand from year to year, 
under gospel-culture, and bear no fruit, we may expect to fall 
under the curse of the Saviour ; and who is to deliver us from 
this? If the word spoken by angels was steadfast, and every 
transgression and disobedience received a just recompense of 
reward; how shall we escape if we neglect so GREAT salva- 
tion 2 

Weare in the habit of pitying heathens who are enthralled 
by abominable superstition, and immersed in the immoralities 
which accompany it: but to live in the midst of gospel 
light, and reject ii, or even disregard it, is abundantly more 
criminal, and will be followed with a heavier punishment. 
We feel for the condition of profligate characters ; for swear- 
ers, and drunkards, and fornicators, and liars, and thieves, and 
murderers: but these crimes become tenfold more heinous 
in being committed under the light of revelation, and in con- 
tempt of all the warnings and gracious invitations of the gos- 
pel. ‘The most profligate character, who never possessed these 
advantages, may be far less criminal, in the sight of God, than 
the niost sober and decent, who possesses, and disregards them. 
it was on this principle that such a heavy woe was denounced 
against Chorazin and Bethsaida, and that their sin was repre- > 
sented as exceeding that of Sodom. 

The gospel wears an aspect of mercy towards sinners; but 
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towards unbelieving sinners the scriptures deal wholly in the 
language of threatening. I am come, saith our Saviour, a 
light into the world, that whosoever believeth on me should not 
abide in darkness. Ir ANY MAN HEAR MY WORDS AND BE- 
Lieve NoT, I judge him not: (that is, not at present :) for I 
came not to judge the world, but to save the world. He that re- 
jecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one that judgeth 
him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge him 
in the last day.* It will be of but small account, in that day, 
‘that we have escaped a few of the lusts of the flesh, if we have 
been led captive by those of the mind. Ifthe greatest gift of 
heaven be set at naught by us, through the pride of science, 
or a vain conceit of our own righteousness, how shall we stand 
when he appeareth ? 

It will then be found, that a price was in our hands to 
get wisdom, but that we had no heart to it; and that herein 
consists our sin, and from hence proceeds our ruin. God 
called, and we would not hearken; he stretched out his hand, 
and no man regarded; therefore, he will laugh at our calam- 
ity, and mock when our fear cometh. It is intimated, both 
inthe Old and New Testament, that the recollection of the 
means of salvation having been within our reach, will be a 
bitter aggravation to our punishment. They come unto thee, 
saith the Lord to Ezekiel, as the people come, and they sit 
before thee as my people, and they hear thy words, but they 
will not do them.—And when this cometh to pass, (lo, it will 
come /) THEN SHALL THEY KNOW THAT A PROPHET HATH 
BEEN AMONG THEM.{| ‘To the same purpose our Saviour 
speaks of them who should reject the doctrine of his apostles : 
Into whatsoever city ye enter, and they receive you not, go 
your ways out into the streets of the same, and say, Even the 
very dust of your city, which cleaveth on us, we do wipe off 
against you: NOTWITHSTANDING, BE YE SURE OF THIS, THAT 
THE KINGDOM OF Gop IS COME NIGH UNTO you. 

Great as is the sin of unbelief, however, it 1s not unpardon- 
able: it becomes such only by persisting in it till death. Saul 
of Tarsus was an unbeliever, yet he obtained mercy: and his 
being an unbeliever, rather than a presumptuous opposer of 
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Christ against conviction, placed him within the pale of for- 
giveness, and is, therefore, assigned as a reason of it.* 

This consideration affords a hope even to unbelievers © 
ye self-righteous despisers of a free salvation through a Me- 
diator, be it known to you, that there is no other name given 
under heaven, or among men, by which you can be saved! 
Tohim whom you have disregarded and despised, you must 
either voluntarily or involuntarily submit. To him every 
knee shall bow. You cannot go back into a state of non-exist- 
ence, however desirable it might be to many of you: for God 
hath stamped immortality upon your natures. You cannot 
turn to the right hand, nor to the left, with any advantage : 
whether you give a loose to your inclination, or put a force 
upon it by an assumed’ devotion, each will lead to the same 
issue. Neither can you stand still. Like a vessel in a tem- 
pestuous ocean, you must go this way, or that ; and, go which 
way you will, if it be not to Jesus, as utterly unworthy, you 
are only heaping up wrath against the day of wrath. Whether 
you sing, or pray, or hear, or preach, or feed the poor, or 
till the soil; if self be your object, and Christ be disregarded, 
all is sin,t and will all issue in disappointment: the root is rot- 
tenness, and the blossom shall go up as the dust. Whither 
will you go? Jesus invites you to come to him. His ser- 
vants beseech you, in his name, to be reconciled to God. The 
Spirit saith, Come; and the bride saith, Come; and whosoever 
will, let him come, and take of the water of life freely. An 
eternal heaven is before you, in one direction ; and an eternal 
hell in the other. Your answer is required. Be one thing, 
or another. Choose you, this day, whom ye will serve. For 
our parts, we will abide by our Lord and Saviour. If you con- 
tinue to reject him, so it must be: nevertheless, be ye sure of 
this, that the kingdom of God has come ni1cu unto you ! 

Finally : From what has been advanced, we may form a 
judgment of our duty, as ministers of the ward, in dealing 
with the unconverted. The work of the Christian ministry, it 
has been said, is to preach the gospel, or to hold up the free 
grace of God through Jesus Christ, as the only way of a sin- 
ner’s salvation. This is, doubtless, true; and if this be not 
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the leading theme of our ministrations, we had better be any 
thing than preachers. Woe unto us, if we preach not the gos- 
pel! The minister, who, undera pretence of pressing the 
practice of religion, neglects its all-important principles, la- 
bours in the fire. He may enforce duty till duty freezes upon 
his lips; neither his auditors nor himself will greatly regard 
it. But, on the contrary, if by preaching the gospel be meant 
the insisting solely upon the blessings and privileges of reli- 
gion, to the neglect of exhortations, calls, and warnings ; it is 
sufficient to say, that such was not the practice of Christ and 
his apostles. It will not be denied that they preached the 
gospel; yet they warned, admonished, and entreated sinners 
to repent and _ believe ; to believe while they had the light ; to 
labour not for the meat that perisheth, but for that which en- 
dureth unto everlasting life ; to repent, and be converted, that 
their sins might be blotted out ; to come to the marriage-supper, 
for that all things were ready: in fine, to be reconciled unto 
God. 

If the inability of sinners to perform things spiritually good 
were natural, or such as existed independent of their present 
choice, it would be absurd and cruel to address them in such 
language. No one in his senses would think of calling the 
blind to look, the deaf to hear, or the dead to rise up and 
walk : and of threatening them with punishment, in case of their’ 
refusal. But if the blindness arise from the love of darkness: 
rather than light ; if the deafness resemble that of the adder, 
which stoppeth her ear, and will not hear the voice of the 
charmer, charm he never so wisely ; and, if the death consist 
in alienation of heart from God, and the absence of all desire: 
after him ; there is no absurdity or cruelty in such addresses, 

But enforcing the duties of religion, either on sinners or 
saints, is by some, called preaching the law. If it were so, it 
is enough for us, that such was the preaching of Christ and 
his apostles. It is folly and presumption, to affect to be more 
evangelical than they were. All practical preaching, how- 
ever, is not preaching the law. That only, I apprehend, 
ought to be censured as preaching the law, in which our ac- 
ceptance with God is, in some way or other, placed to the ac- 
count of our obedience to its precepts. When eternal life is 
represented as the reward of repentance, faith, and sincere’ 
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obedience, (as it too frequently is, and that, under the com- 
plaisant form of being ‘through the merits of Christ,’) this is 
preaching the law, and not the gospel. But the precepts of 
the law may be illustrated and enforced for evangelical pur- 
poses; as tending to vindicate the divine character and govern- 
ment~-to convince of sin—to show the necessity of a Saviour, 
with the freeness of salvation—to ascertain the nature of true 
religion—and {to point out the rule of Christian conduct.— 
Such a way of introducing the divine law in subservience to 
the gospel, is, properly speaking, preaching the gospel ; for the 
end denominates the action. 

If the foregoing principles be just, it is the duty of minis- 
ters not only to exhort their carnal auditors to believe in Jesus 
Christ for the salvation of their souls; but rr-1s AT OUR PERIL 
TO EXHORT THEM TO ANY THING SHORT OF IT, OR WHICH 
DOES NOT INVOLVE OR IMPLY IT. I am aware that sueh an 
idea may startle many of my readers, and some who are en- 
gaged in the Christian ministry. We have sunk into such a 
compromising way of dealing with the unconverted, as to have 
wellnigh lost the spirit of the primitive preachers ; and hence 
it is, that sinners of every description can sit so quietly as they 
do, year after year, in our places of worship. It was not so 
with the hearers of Peter and Paul. They were either pricked 
in the heart in one way, or cut to the heart in another. Their 
preaching commended itself to every man’s conscience in the 
sight of God. How shall we account for this difference? Is 
there not some important error or defect in our ministrations ? 
1 have no reference to the preaching of those who disown the 
divinity or atonement of Christ, on the one hand, whose ser- 
mons are little more than harangues on morality; nor to that 
of gross Antinomians, on the other, whose chief business it is 
to feed the vanity and malignity of one part of their audience, 
and the sin extenuating principles of the other. These are 
errors, the folly of which is manifest to all men who pay any 
serious regard to the religion of the New Testament. I re- 
fer to those who are commonly reputed evangelical, and who 
approve of addresses to the unconverted. I hope no apology 
is necessary for an attempt to exhibit the scriptural manner of 
preaching. If it affects the labours of some of my brethren, 
I cannot deny but that it may also affect my own. I conceive, 
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. there is scarcely a minister amongst us, whose preaching has 


not been more or less influenced by the lethargic systems of 
the age: * : ! 

Christ and his apostles, without any hesitation, called on 
sinners to repent and believe the gospel; but we,’ considering 
them as poor, impotent, and depraved creatures, have been 
disposed to drop this part of the Christian ministry. Some 
may have felt afraid of being accounted legal; others have 
really thought it inconsistent. Considering such things as be- 
‘yond the power of their hearers, they seem to have contented 
themselves with pressing on them things which they could per- 
form, still continuing the enemies of Christ; such as be- 
_ having decently in suciety, reading the scriptures, and attend- 
ing the means’ of grace. Thus it is, that hearers of this de- 
scription sit at ease in our congregations. Having done their 
duty, the minister has nothing more to say to them; nothing, 
however, unless it be to tell them, occasionally, that some- 
thing more is necessary to salvation.. But as this implies no 
guilt on their part, they sit unconcerned ; conceiving that all 
that is required of them is, ‘to lie in the way, and to wait the 
Lord’s time.’ But is this the religion of the scriptures ? 
Where does ii appear that the prephets or apostles ever treat- 
ed that kind of inability, which is merely the effect of reign- 
ing aversion, as affording any excuse? And where have they 
descended in their exhortations to things which might be 
done, and the parties still continue the enemies of God? In- 
stead of leaving out every thing of a spiritual nature, because 
their hearers cowld not find in their hearts to comply with it, 
it may safely be affirmed, they exhorted to nothing else ; treat- 
ing such inability not only as of no account, with regard to the 
lessening of obligation, but as rendering the subjects-ofit worthy 
of the severest rebuke. To whom shall I speak and give warn- 
ing, that they may hear 2. Behold, their ear 1s uncircumcised, 
and they cannot hearken: behold, the word of the Lord is un- 
to them a reproach, and they have no delight in it. What 
then ? Did the prophet desist from his work, and exhort them 
to something to which, in their present state of mind, they 
eduld hearken? Far from it. He delivers his message, 
whether they would hear, or whether they would forbear. 
Thus saith the Lord, Stand ye in the ways,and see, and ask 
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for the old puthis where is the good way, and walk therein, 
and ye shall find rest for your souls. But they said, We will 
not walk therein. And did this induce him to desist? No: 
he proceeds to read their doom, and calls the world to wit- 
ness its justice: Hear, O earth! Behold, I will bring evil 
upon this people, even the fruit of their thoughts, because they 
have not hearkened unto my words, nor to my law, but rejected 
it.* Many of those who attended the ministry of Christ, were 
of the same spirit. Their eyes were blinded, and their hearts 
hardened, so that they covLD NoT BELIEVE ; yet, paying no 
manner of regard to this kind of inability, he exhorted them 
to believe in the light while they had the light. And when they 
had heard and believed not, he proceeded, without hesitation, 
to declare, He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, 
hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the 
same shall judge him in the last day.} 

Such, also, were many of Paul’s hearers at Rome. They 
believed not: but did Paul, seeing they could not receive the 
gospel, recommend to them something which they could re- 
ceive? No, he gave them one word at parting: Well spake 
the Holy Spirit by Esaias the prophet, unto our fathers, say- 
ing, Go unto this people, and say, Hearing ye shall hear, and 
shall not understand ; and seeing ye shall see, and not. perceive. 
For the heart of this people is waxed gross, and their ears are 
dull of hearing, and their eyes have they closed; lest they 
should see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and under- 
stand with their heart, and should be converted, and I should 
heal then. Be it known, therefore, unto you, that the sal- 
vation of God is sent unto the Gentiles, and that they will 
hear it.t 

When did Jesus, or his apostles, go about merely to form 
the manners of men? Where do they exhort to duties which 
a man may comply with, and yet miss of the kingdom’ of 
heaven? If aman kept their sayings, he was assured that he 
should never see death. In addressing the unconverted, they 
began by admonishing them to repent and believe the gospel; 
and, in the course of their labours, exhorted to all manner of 
duties ; but all were to be done spiritully; or they would 


* Jer. Ti, 101% t John xiii. 36-48. t Acts. xxviii. 24—29. 


fre 


REFLEC?.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 115 


not have acknowledged them to have been done at all. Carnal 
_ duties, or duties to be performed otherwise than fo the glory of 
God, had no place in their system. 

The answer of our Lord to those carnal Jews, who inquired 
of him, What they must do to work the works of God? is 
worthy of special notice. Did Jesus give them to understand, 
that, as to believing in him, however willing they might be, it 
was a matter ebtirely beyond their power? that all the direc- 
tions he had to give were, that they should attend the means, 
and wait for the moving of the waters? No: Jesus answered, 
This is the work of God, that ye believe on him whom he hath 
sent.* This was the gate at the head of the way, as the author 
of The Pilgrim’s Progress has admirably represented it, to 
which sinners must be directed. A worldly-wise instructor may 
inculcate other duties ; but the true evangelist, after the exam- 
ple of his Lord, will point to this as the first concern, and as that 
upon which every thing else depends. 

There is another species of preaching which proceeds upon 
much the same principle. Repentance towards God, and faith 
‘towards our Lord Jesus Christ, are allowed to be duties ; but 
not immediate duties. The sinner is considered as unadle to 
comply with them, and, therefore, they are not urged upon 
him: but, instead of them, he is directed to pray for the Holy 
Spirit, to enable him to repent and believe ; and this, it seems, 
he can do, notwithstanding the aversion of his heart from 
every thing of the kind. But, if any man be required to pray 
for the Holy Spirit, it must be either sincerely, and in the 
name of Jesus ; or insincerely, and in some other way. The 
latter, I suppose, will be allowed to be an abomination in the 
sight of God; he cannot, therefore, be required to do this; 
and, as to the former, it is just as difficult, and as opposite to 
the carnal heart, as repentance and faith themselves, Indeed, 
it amounts to the same thing: for a sincere desire after a 
spiritual blessing, presented in the name of Jesus, is no other 
than the prayer of fatth. 

Pete exhorted Simon to pray, not with an impenitent heart, 
thatyhe might obtain repentance; but with a penitent one, 
that he might obtain fongioen ass and this, no doubt, in the 
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only way in weigh it was to be obtained, through Jesus Christ. 
Repent, saith he, and pray to God, if perhaps the thought of 
thine heart may be forgiven thee. Our Saviour directed his 
disciples to pray for the Holy Spirtt ; but, surely, the prayer 
which they were encouraged to offer was to be sincere, and 
with an eye to the Saviour ; that is, it was the prayer of faith, 
and, therefore, could not be a duty directed to be performed 
antecedently, and in order to the obtaining of it. | 

The mischief arising from this way of preaching is considera~ 
ble. First: It gives up a very important question to the 
sinner, even that question which is at issue between God and 
conscience, on the one hand; and a self-righteous heart, on the 
other : namely, whether he be obliged zmmediately to repent 
and believe the gospel ? ‘‘ 1 could find nothing in the scriptures, 
says he, ‘that would give me any comfort in my present con- 
dition; nothing short of repent and believe, which are things 
1 cannot comply with: but I have gained it from my good 
minister. Now my, heart is at ease. I am not obliged dmme- 
diately to repent, and sue for mercy in the name of Jesus. It 
is not, therefore, my sin that I do not. All I am obliged to is, 
to pray God to help me to do so; and that I do.’ Thus, 
after a bitter conflict with scripture and conscience, which 
have pursued him through all his windings, and pressed upon 
him the call of the gospel, he finds a shelter in the house of 
God! Such counsel, instead of aiding the sinner’s convictions, 
(which, as labourers with God, is our proper business,) has, 
many a time, ‘been equal to a victory over them, or, at least, 
to the purchase of an armistice. Secondly: It deceives the 
soul. He understands it as a compromise, and so acts upon it. 
For though he be, in fact, as far from sincerely praying for 
repentance, as from repenting ; and just as unable to desire 
faith in Christ, as to exercise it; yet he does not think so. 
He reckons himself very desirous of these things. The rea- 
son is, he takes that indirect desire after them, which consists 
in wishing to be converted, (or any thing, however disagreea- 
ble-in itself,) that he may escape the wrath to come, té*be the 
desire of grace; and, being conscious of possessiug this, he 
considers himself in a fair way, at least, of being at 
Thus he deceives his soul ; att thus he is helped forward in 
his delusion! Nor is this all: he feels himself set at liberty 
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from the hard requirement of returning immediately to God, 
by Jesus Christ, as utterly unworthy ; and being told to pray 
that he may be enabled to do'so, he supposes that such prayer 
will avail him, or that God. will give him the power of repent- 
ing and believing, in answer to his prayers; prayers, be it ob- 
served, which must necessarily be offered up, with an impeni- 
tent, unbelieving heart. This just suits his. self-righteous 
spirit : but, alas, all is delusion ! 

_¢¥ou have no relief, then,’ say some, ‘for the sinner.’ I 
. answer, if the gospel, or any of its blessings, will relieve him, 

there is no want of relief. But, if there be nothing in Christ, 
or grace, or heaven, that will suit his inclination, it is not for 
me to furnish him with any thing else, or to encourage him to 
hope that things will come toa good issue. The only possi- 
ble way of relieving a sinner, while his heart is averse from 
God,is by lowering the requirements of heaven to meet his 
inclination ; or, in some way, to model the gospel to his mind. 
' But, to, relieve him in this manner, is at my peril! If I were 
commissioned to address a company of men who had engaged 
in an unprovoked rebellion against their king and country, 
what ought I to say to them? I might,make use of authority, 
or entreaty, as occasion might require; I might caution, warn, 
threaten, or persuade them ; but there would be a point from 
which I must not depart: Be ye reconciled to your rightful 
sovereign ; lay down arms, and submit to mercy! Tothis I 
must inviolably adhere. They might allege, that they could 
not comply with such hard terms. Should I admit their plea, 
and direct them only to such conduct as might consist with 
a rebellious spirit, instead of recovering them from rebellion, 
I should go far towards denominating myself a rebel. 

And, as Christ and his apostles never appear to have exhort- 
ed the unconverted to do any thing which did not include or im- 
ply repentance and faith ; so, tz all their explications of the 
divine law, and preaching against particular sins, their object 
was to bring the sinner to this issue. Though they directed 
them to no means, in order to get a penitent and believing 
heart, but to repentence and faith themselves; yet they used 
means with them, for that purpose. Thus our Lord expound- 
ed the law in his sermon on the mount, and concluded by en- 
forcing such a hearing of his sayings, and doing them, as 
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should be equal to digging deep, and building one’s house up- 
on @ rock. And thus the apostle Peter, having charged his 
countrymen with the murder of the Lord of glory, presently 
brings it to this issue ; Repent ye, therefore, and be converted, 
that your sins may be blotted out.* 

Some years ago, I met with a passage in Dr. Owen, on this 
subject, which, at that time, sunk deep into my heart; and 
the more observation I have since made, the more just his re- 
marks appear. ‘‘ It is the duty of ministers,” says he ‘‘ to plead 
with men about their sins; but always remember, that it be 
done with that which is the proper end of law and gospel : that 
is, that they make use of the sin they speak against to the dis- 
covery of the state and condition wherein the sinner is ; other- 
wise, haply, they may work men to formality and hypocrisy, but 
little of the true end.of preaching the gospel will be brought 
about. It will not avail to beat aman off from his drunken- 
ness into a sober formality. A skilful master of the assem- 
blies lavs his axe at the root, drives still at the heart. To in- 
veigh against particular sins of ignorant, unregenerate per- 
sons, such as the land is full of, is a good work: but yet, 
though it may be done with great efficacy, vigour, and suc- 
cess: if this be all the effect of it, that they are set upon the 
most sedulous endeavours of mortifying their sins preached 
down ; all ihat is done is but like the beating of an enemy in 
an open field, and driving him into an impregnable castle, not to 
be prevailed against. Get you at any time,a sinner at the 
advantage on the account of any one sin whatever; have 
you any thing to take hold of him by, bring it to to his state and 
condition : drive it up to the head, and there deal with him. 
To break men off from particular sins, and to break their 
hearts, is to deprive ourselves of advantages of dealing with 
them.’’t 

When*a sinner is first seized with conviction, it is natural to 
suppose that he will abstain from many of his outward vices, 
though it be only for the quiet of his own mind: but it is not 
for us to administer comfort to him on this ground ; as though, 
because he had broken off a few of his sins, he must needs have 
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broken them off by righteousness, and either be in the road to 
life, or, at least in a fair way of getting into it. It is one of 
the devices of Satan to alarm the sinner, and fill him with 
anxiety for the healing of outward eruptions of sin, while the 
inner part is overlooked, though it be nothing but sin. But 
we must not be aiding and abetting in these deceptions, nor 
administer any other relief than that which is held out in the 
gospel to sinners, as sinners. And when we see such charac- 
ters violating their promises, and falling anew into their old 
‘sins, (which is frequently the case,) instead of joining with 
them in Jamenting the event, and assisting them in healing the 
wound by renewed efforts of watchfulness, it becomes us, 
rather, to probe the wound; to make use of that which has 
appeared for the detecting of that which has not appeared ; 
and so to point them to the blood that cleanses from all sin. 
*« Poor soul!” says the eminent writer just quoted, ‘ it is nat 
thy sore finger, but thy hectic fever, from whence thy life is in 
danger!” If the cause be removed, the effects will cease. If 
the spring be purified, the waters will be healed, and the barren 
ground become productive. 

I conclude, with a few remarks on the order of addressing 
exhortations to the unconverted. There being an estab- 
lished order in the workings of the human mind, it has been 
made a question, Whether the same ought not to be pre- 
served in addressing it? As for instance: we cannot be 
convinced of sin, without previous ideas of God and moral 
government ; nor of the need of a Saviour, without being 
convinced of sin; nor of the importance of salvation, with- 
out suitable conceptions of its evil nature. Hence, it may 
be supposed we ought not to teach any one of these truths 
till the preceding one is well understood ; or, at least, that 
we ought not to preach the gospel without prefacing it by 
representing the just requirements of the law, our state as 
sinners, and the impossibility of being justified by the works 
of our hauds. Doubtless, such representations are proper and 
necessary ; but not so necessary as to render it improper, on 
any occasion, to introduce the doctrine of the gospel without 
them; and much less to refrain from teaching it till they are 
understood and felt. In this case, a minister must be re- 
duced to the greatest perplexity ; never knowing when it was 
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safe to. introduce the salvation of Christ, lest some of his 
hearers should not be sufficiently prepared to receive it. The 
truth is, it is never unsafe to introduce this doctrine. There 
is such a connexion in divine truth. that if any one part of it 
reach the mind, and find a place in the heart, all others, which 
may precede it in the order of things, will come in along with 
“jt. In receiving a doctrine, we receive not only what is ex- 
pressed, but what is implied by it; and thus the doctrine of 
the cross may itself be the means of convincing us of the evil 
of sin. ‘An example of this lately occurred in the experience 
of a child of eleven years of age. Her minister, visiting her 
under a threatening affliction, and perceiving her to be unaf- 
fected with her sinful condition, suggested, that “It was no 
small matter that brought down the Lord of glory into this 
world, to suffer and die ; there must be something very offen- 
sive in the nature of sin against a holy God.” This remark 
appears to have sunk into her heart, and to have issued in a 
/ saving change.*”” Divine truths are like chain-shot : they go to- 
_ gether, and we need not perplex ourselves which should enter 
first; if any one enter, it will draw the rest after it 

Remarks nearly similar may be made concerning duties. 
Though the scriptures know nothing of duties to be perform- 
ed without faith, or which do not include or émply it; yet they 
do not wait+for the sinner’s being possessed of faith, before 
they exhort him to other spiritual exercises; such as seeking 
the Lord, loving him, serving him, &c. ; nor need we lay any 
such restraints upon ourselves, Such is the connexion of the 
duties, as well as the truths of religion, that, if any one be 
truly complied with, we need not fear that the others will be 
wanting. If God be sought, loved, or served, we may be sure 
that Jesus is embraced; and, if Jesus be embraced, that sin 
is abhorred. Or, should things first occur to the mind in 
another order; should sin be the immediate object of our 
thoughts; if this be abhorred, the God against whom it is 
committed must, at the same instant, he loved; and the Sa- 
viour who was made a sacrifice to deliver us from it, em- 
braced. Let any part of truth or holiness but find place in the 
heart, and the rest will be with it. Those parts which, in the 
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order of things, are required to precede it, will come in by 
‘way of implication ; and those who follow it will be pro- 
duced by it. Thus the primitive preachers seem to have had 
none of that scrupulosity which appears in the discourses and 
writings of some modern preachers. Sometimes, they exhorted 
sinners to believe in Jesus; but it was such belief as implied 
repentance for sin: sometimes, to repent and be converted ; 
but it was such repentance and conversion as included believ- 
ing: and, sometimes, to labour for the meat that endureth un- 
to everlasting life ; but it was such labouring as comprehended 
both repentance and faith. 

Some have inferred, from the doctrine of justification by 
faith in opposition to the works of the law, that sinners ought 
not to be exhorted to any thing which comprises obedience to 
the law, either in heart or life, except we should preach the 
law to them for the purpose of conviction ; and this, lest we 
should be found directing them to the works of their own 
hands, as the ground of acceptance with God. From the 
same principle, it has been concluded, that faith itself cannot 
include any holy disposition of the heart, because all holy dis- 
position contains obedience to the law. If this reasoning be 
just, all exhorting of sinners to things expressive of a holy ex- 
ercise of heart, is either improper, or requires to be under- 
stood as merely preaching the law for the purpose of convic- 
tion; as our Saviour directed the young ruler to keep the 
commandments, if he would enter into life. Yet the scrip- 
tures abound with such exhortations. Sinners are exhorted 
io seek God, to serve him with fear and joy, to forsake their 
wicked way, and return to him, to repent and be converted. 
These are manifestly exercises of the heart, and addressed to 
the unconverted, Neither are they to be understood as the 
requirements of a covenant of works. That covenant neither 
requires repentance, nor promises forgiveness. But sinners 
are directed to these things under a promise of mercy and abun- 
dant pardon. There is a wide difference between these ad- 
dresses and the address of our Lord to the young ruler : that 
to which he was directed was the producing of a righteous- 
ness adequate to the demands of the law, which was naturally 
impossible ; and our Lord’s design was to show its impossibili- 
ty, and, thereby, to convince him of the need of gospel-mer- 
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1ich the above directions. point, is not to any 
natural impossibility, but to the very way of mercy. The 
e manner in which the primitive preachers guarded against self- 
bi righteousness was very different from this. They were not 
afraid of exhorting either saints or sinners to holy exercises of 
heart, nor of connecting with them the promises of mercy. 
_ But, though they exhibited the promises of eternal life to any 
and every spiritual exercise, yet they never taught that it was 
on account of it; but of mere grace, through the redemption 
that is in Jesus Christ. The ground on which they took their 
stand was, Cursed is every one who continueth not in all things 
written in the book of the law to do them. From hence, they 
inferred the impossibility of a sinner being justified in any 
other way than for the sake of him who was made a curse for 
us: and, from hence, it clearly follows, that, whatever holi- 
ness any sinner may possess, before, in, or after believing, it 
is of no account whatever, as a ground of acceptance with 
God. If we inculcate this doctrine, we need not fear exhort- 
ing sinners to holy exercises of heart, nor holding up the 
promises of mercy to all who thus return to God by Jesus 
Christ. 


APPENDIX. 


ON THE QUESTION, WHETHER THE EXISTENCE OF A 
HOLY DISPOSITION OF HEART BE NECESSARY TO 
BELIEVING. 


Ir is not from a fondness for controversy that Iam induced to 
offer my sentiments on this subject. I feel myself called 4 
upon to do so, on two accounts. First: The leading principle 
in the foregoing treatise is implicated in the decision of it. If 
no holy disposition of heart be presupposed, or included in 
believing, it has nothing holy in it ; and if it have nothing 
holy init, it is absurd to plead for its being a duty. God re- 
quires nothing as a duty which is merely natural, or intellec- 
tnal; or in which the will has no concern. Secondly: Mr. 
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M‘Lean, in a second edition of his treatise on The commission 
of Christ, has published several pages of animadversion on 
what I have advanced on this subject, and has charged me 
with very serious consequences ; consequences which, if sub- 
stantiated, will go to prove that I have subverted the great 
doctrine of justification by grace alone, without the works of 
the law.* It is true, he has made no mention of my name ; 
“owing, as I suppose, to what I had written being contained in 
two private letters, one of which was addressed to him. I 
certainly had no expectation, when I wrote those letters that 
what I advanced would have been publicly answered. I do 
not pretend to understand so much of the etiquette of writing 
as to decide whether this conduct was proper : but if it were, 
some people may be tempted to think that it is rather danger- 
ous to correspond with authors. [I have no desire, however, 
to complain on this account, nor, indeed, on any other ; ex- 
cept that my sentiments are very partially stated, and things 
introduced so much out of their connexion, that it is impossible 
for the reader to form any judgment concerning them. 

I have the pleasure to agree with Mr. M‘L. in considering 
the belief of the gospel as saving faith. Our disagreement 
on this subject is confined to the question, What the belief of 
the gospel includes? Mr. M‘L. so explains it, as carefully to 
exclude every exercise of the heart or will, as either included 
in it, or having any influence upon it. Whatever of this ex- 
ists in a believer, he considers as belonging to the effects of 
faith, rather than to faith itself. If I understand him, he 
pleads for such a belief of the gospel as has nothing in it of a 
holy nature, nothing of conformity to the moral law ‘in heart 
or life ;”? a passive reception of the truth, in which the will 
has no concern ; and this because it is opposed to the works 
of the law in the article of justification. On this ground, he 
accounts for the apostle’s language in Romans iv. 5. To 
him that worketh not, but believeth on him that justifieth the 
UNGODLY ; understanding, by the terms, he that worketh not, 
one that has done nothing yet which is pleasing to God; and, 
by the term ungodly, one that is actually an enemy to God. 
He does not suppose that God justifies unbelievers : if, there~ 
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fore, he justifies sinners, while in a state of enmity against 
him, there can be nothing in the nature of faith but what may 
consist with it. And true it is, if faith have nothingin it of a 
holy nature, nothing of conformity to the divine law “in heart 
or life,” nothing of the exercise of any holy disposition of 
heart, it cannot denominate the subjects of it godly. Godli- 
ness must, in this case, consist merely in the fruits of faith ; 
and these fruits being subsequent to justification, the sinner 
must of course, be justified antecedently to his being the sub- 
ject of godliness, or while he is actually the enemy of God. 

If Mr. M‘L. had only affirmed that faith is opposed to 
works, even to every good disposition of the heart, as the 
ground of acceptance with God; that we are not justified by 
it as @ work; or that, whatever moral goodness it may pos- 
sess, it is not as such that it is imputed unto us for righteous- 
ness ; there had been no dispute between us. But this dis- 
tinction he rejects, and endeavours to improve the caution of 
those who use it into a tacit acknowledgment, that their views 
of faith were very liable to misconstruction : in other words, 
that they border upon the doctrine of justification by works in 
so great a degree, as to be in danger of being mistaken for 
its advocates.* Heis not contended with faith being opposed 
to works, in point of justification ; it must also be opposed to 
them in its own nature ‘* Paul,” he affirms, “did not look 
upon faith as a work.’ In short, if there be any possibility _ 
of drawing a certain conclusion from what a writer, in almost 
every form of speech, has advanced ; it must be concluded, 
that he means to deny that there is any thing holy in the na- 
ture of faith: and that, could it be separated from its effects, 
(as he supposes it is in justification,) it would leave the person 
who possessed it, among the enemies of God. 

Notwithstanding the above, however, Mr. M‘L. allows 
faith to be a duty. He has largely, (and, 1 believe, success- 
fully,) endeavoured to proye, that “ faith is the command of 
God ;”’ that it is ‘‘ part of obedience to God ;’’ that “ to be- 
lieve all that God says, is right ;” and that unbelief, which is 
its opposite, is “a great and heinous sin.”{ But how can 
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these things agree? If there be nothing of the exercise of a 
holy disposition in what is commanded of God, in what is 
wight, and in what is an exercise of obedience : by what rule are 
we to judge of what is holy, and what is not? I scarcely can 
conceive of a truth more self-evident than this: That God’s 
commands extend only to that which comes under the influ-» 
ence of the will, Knowledge can be no further a duty, nor 
ignorance 2 sin, than as each is influenced by the moral state 
of the heart; and the same is true of faith and unbelief. We 
might as well make the passive admission of light into the 
eye, or of sound into the ear, duties, as a passive admission 
of truth into the mind. To receive it into the heart, indeed, 
is aduty ; for ihis is a voluntary acquiescence in it: but that 
in which the will has no concern, cannot possibly be so. 

Mr. M‘L, sometimes writes as if he would acknowledge 
faith to be not only a duty, butto ‘contain virtue,” or true 
holiness ; seeing, as he observes, “it is the root of all Chris- 

_tian virtues, and that which gives glory to God, and without 
which it is impossible to please him.”’ Nay, the reader would 
imagine by his manner of writing, that he was pleading for 
the holy nature of faith, and that I had denied it ; seeing I am 
represented as having made the ‘‘too bold” and “ unfounded 
assertion,” that mere belief contains no virtue. The truth is, 
L affirmed no such thing, but was pleading for the contrary ; 
as is manifest from what Mr. M‘L. says in the same note: 
*« But why so solicitous to find virtue, or moral excellence, in 
faith 2? It is true, I contended, that if the belief of the gospel 
were a mere exercise of the understanding, uninfluenced by 
the moral state of the heart, it could contain no virtue, nor be 
_the object of a divine command: but I supposed it to be a 
persuasion of divine truth, arising from the state of the heart, 
in the same sense as unbelief, which Mr. M‘L. justly calls 
‘Cits opposite,” is not a mere mistake of the judgment, but a 
persuasion arising from aversion to the truth. From the 
above, however, it would seem, that we are agreed in making 
faith in Christ something which comprehends “ true virtue,” 
or, which is the same thing, true holiness. Yet Mr. M‘L. 
will not abide by all or any of this: if he would, indeed, there 
would be an end of the dispute. But he proceeds to reason 
in favour of that very ‘unfounded assertion,” for making 
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which, I am unwarrantably accused of having been “ too bold.” 
Thus he reasons in support of it :—‘‘ If mere belief contain no 
virtue, it would not follow that unbelief could contain no sin : 
for such an argument proceeds upon this principle, That if 
there be no virtue in a thing, there can be no sin in its oppo- 


site; but this does not hold true in innumerable instances. 


There is no positive virtue in abstaining from many crimes 
that might be ‘mentioned ; yet the commission of them, or 
even the neglect of the opposite duties, would be very sinful. 
There is no moral virtue in taking food, when hungry; but 
wilfully to starve one’s self to death would be suicide : and, to 
come nearer the point, there is no moral virtue in believing 
the testimony of a friend, when I have every reason to do so ; 
yet, in these circumstances, were I to discredit his word, he 
would feel the injury very sensibly. Now, supposing there 
was no more.virtue contained in believing the witness of God, 
than in believing the witness of men, to which it is compared, 
it does not follow that there would be no sin in unbelief, which . 
is to make God a liar. To deny that faith is the exercise of a 
virtuous temper of heart, is to refuse some praise to the crea- 
ture: but to deny that unbelief is asin, is to impeach the 
moral character of God. And why so solicitous to find virtue, 


or moral excellence, in faith ?” 


Now, whether this reasoning. be just, or not, it must be al- 
lowed to prove that Mr. M‘L., notwithstanding what he has said 
to the contrary, does not consider faith as containing any virtue. 
It is true, what he says is under a hypothetical form, and it may 
appear as if he were only allowing me my argument, for the 
sake of overturning it: but it is manifestly his own principle 
which he labours to establish, and not mine ; the very principle 
on which, as he conceives, depends the freeness of justification. 
I cannot but express my surprise that so acute a writer should 
deal so largely in inconsistency. 

Mr: M‘L. cannot conceive of any end to be answered in 
finding moral excellence in faith, unless it be to give some 
‘praise to the creature.”” He doubtless means, by this: in- 
sinuation, to furnish an argument against it. As far as any 
thing which is spiritually good in us, and which is wrought 
by him who worketh all our works in us, is praiseworthy ; so 
far the same may be granted of faith : and, as we should not 
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think of denying the one to contain moral excellence, for the 
sake of humbling the creature ; neither is there any ground for 
doing so with respect to the other. 

_ But there are other ends to be answered by maintaining the 
holy nature of faith ; and such as Mr. M‘L. himself will not 
deny to be ofimportance. First: It is of importance that faith 
be considered as a duty: for if this be denied, Christ is denied 
the honour due to his name. But it is impossible to maintain 
that faith is a duéy, if it contain no holy exercise of the heart. 
This, I presume, has already been made to appear. God re- 
quires nothing of intelligent creatures but what is holy. Second- 
ly: It is of importance that the faith which we inculcate be gen- 
uine, or such as will carry us to heaven. But, if it have no holi- 
ness in its nature, it is dead, and must be unproductive. Mr. 
M‘L. considers true faith as the root of holiness : but, ifit be so, 
it must be holy itself; for the nature of the fruit corresponds 
with that of the root. If the difference’between a living and 
dead faith do not consist in this, that the one is ofa holy na- 
ture, and the other not so, I should be glad to be informed 
wherein it does consist ? and whether the nature of the one be. 
the same as that of the other, the difference between them aris- 
ing merely from circumstances ? Thirdly : It is of importance 
that unbelief be allowed to be asin ; as itis that which, by Mr. 
M‘L.’s acknowledgment, ‘‘impeaches the moral character of 
God.” But, if there be no holiness in faith, there can be no sin 
in its opposite. It istrue, Mr. M‘L. denies the principle of this 
argument, and speaks of ‘‘innumerable instances” of things 
which have no virtue ; and yet the opposite of them is sin. 
This, I am persuaded, is not true. Whatever is the proper 
opposite of sin is holiness) The instances which are given 
do not prove the contrary ; as abstinence from various crimes, 
eating when we are hungry, and believing a human testimony. 
There may, indeed, be no holiness in these things, as they 
are performed by apostate creatures: but, if they were per- 
formed as God requires them to be, (which they should be, 
in order to their being the proper opposites to the sins refer- 
red to,) they would be holy exercises. God requires us to 
abstain from all sin, froma regard to his name ; to eat and 
drink, and do whatever we do, even the giving credit to the 
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testimony of a friend, “« when we have reason to do so,” to 
his glory. These things, thus performed, would be exercises 
of holiness. he 


Iam aware, that —— have opposed the doctrine of total 
depravity have argued, that, as being without natural affection 


is sin 3 so the being possessed of it must be virtue. To this it 


has been justly answered, that, though a being without natural 
affection argues the highest degree of depravity, (as nothing 
else could overcome the common principles of human nature.) 
yet it does not follow, that mere natural affection is virtuous ;. 
for, if so, virtue would be found in animals. This answer is 


just, and sufficient to repel the objection on the subject of human 


depravity : but it will not apply to the case in hand. The ques- 
tion there relates to a matter of fact, or what men actually are ; 
but here, toa matter of right, or whatthey ought tobe. What- 
ever is capable of being done by a moral agent, with an eye to 
the glory of God, ought to be so done ; and if it be, it is holy ; 
ifnot, whatever may be thought of it by men, it is sinful. Nat- 
ural affection itself, if subordinated to him, would be sanctifi- 
ed, or rendered holy ; and the same may be said of every nat- 
ural inclination or action of life It is thus that God should be 
served, even in our civil concerns ; and holiness to the Lord 
written, as it were, upon the bells of the horses. 

I have known several persons in England, who have agreed 
with Mr. M‘L. as to faith belonging merely to the intellectu- 
al faculty, and the moral state of the heart having no influence 
upon it; but then they either denied, or have been very re- 
luctant to admit, that itis duty. ‘The mind,’ say they, ¢ is 


passive in the belief of a proposition: we cannot believe as 


we will; but according to evidence. It may be our duty to 
examine that evidence; but, as to faith, it being altogether 
involuntary, cannot be a duty.’? And, ifit be a mere passive 
reception of the truth, on which the state of the will has no 
influence, I do not perceive how this consequence can be de- 
nied. But then the same might be said of unbelief; «If evi- 
dence do not appear to us, how can we believe? It may be 
our sin not to examine : but, as to our not believing, it being 
altogether involuntary, cannot be a sin.’ By this mode of 
reasoning, the sin of unbelief is explained away; and unbe- 
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lievers commonly avail themselves of it for that purpose. As 
both these consequences (1 mean the denying of faith being a 
duty, and unbelief asin) are allowed by Mr. M‘L. to be ut- 
terly repugnant to the scriptures, it becomes him, if he will 
defend the premises, to show that they have no necessary con- 
nexion. 

The above reasoning might hold good, for aught | know, ¢a 
things whick do not interest the heart : but to maintain it in 
things which do, especially in things of a moral and practical 
nature, is either to deny the existence of prejudice, or that it 
has any influence in hindering belief. 

The author of Glad Tidings to Perishing Sinners, though 
he pleads for faith, as including our receiving Christ, and 
coming to him, yet is decidedly averse from all holy disposition 
of the heart preceding it, not only as affording a warrant, but 
as any way necessary to the thing itself. And, as he unites 
with Mr. M‘L. in considering the sinner as an enemy to God 
at the time of his being justified, he must, to be consistent, 
consider faith as having no holiness in its nature. His method 
of reasoning on the priority of repentance to believing, would 
seem to denote the same thing. He allows speculative re- 
pentance, or a change of mind which has ‘ no holiness” in it, 
to be necessary to believing; giving this as the reason : 
*“ While asinner is either stupidly inattentive to his immortal 
interests, or expecting justification by his own obedience, he 
will ..ot come to Christ.”” It should seem, then, that aversion 
of heart from the gospel-plan, or a desire to be justified by 
one’s own obedience, is no objection to coming to Christ ; and 
that a sinner will come to him, notwithstanding this, provided 
he be right in speculation, and his conscience sufficiently alarm- 
ed. If so, there certainly can be nothing spiritual or holy in 
the act of coming. The respect which | feel both towards 
Mr. Booth and Mr. M‘Lean, is not a little : but there needs 
no apology for opposing these sentiments. Truth ought to be 
dearer to us than the greatest or best of men. 

Mr. M‘L. writes as if he were ata loss to know my mean- 
ing. “** By a corresponding temper of heart,” he says, “ can- 
not be meant some, good disposition previous to faith ;° for as 
the question relates to faith itself, that would be foreign to 
the point.” Ihave no scruple in saying, however, that I con- 
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sider it as previous to faith; and to what is suggested of 


its irrelevancy, the same might be said of unbelief. Were I~ 


des the exercise of an evil temper of 
<= 


to say that unbelief inch 
consists the sin of it, 1 should say no 


heart, and that herein 

more than is plainly intimated by the sacred writers ; who de- 
scribe unbelievers as stumbling at the word, BEiNG DISOBEDI- 
pnt.* Yet Mr, M'L. might answer, ‘By an evil temper of 
heart you cannot mean any thing previous to unbelief; for as 
the question relates to unbelief itself, that would be foreign 
to the point. Neither can you mean, that it is the immediate 
and inseparable effect of unbelief; for that is fully granted-: 
and it is not the effect, but the nature, or essence, of unbelief, 
that is the point in question. Your meaning, therefore, must 
be this: that unbelief, in its very nature, is a temper, or dis- 


‘position, of heart, disagreeing with the truth.’ To this I should 


answer, ‘I do not consider unbelief as an evil temper of heart, 
but as a persuasion arising out of it, and partaking of it :? 
and the same answer is applicable to the subject in hand. 

I shall first. offer evidence, that faith in Christ is a persua- 
sion influenced by the moral state of the heart, and partaking 
of it; and then consider the principal objections advanced 
against it. 

If what. has been said already, on duty being confined te 
things in which the will has an influence, be just; the whole 
of the second part of the foregoing treatise may be consider- 
ed. as evidence in favour of the point now at issue 3 a what- 
ever proves faith to. be a duty, proves it to be aholy exercise 
of the squl towards Christ, arising from the heart being turn- 
ed towards him. 

In. addition to this, the following particulars are submitted 
to the reader. 

First: Faith is @ grace of the Holy Spirit. It is ranked 
with hope and charity, which are spiritual, or holy exercises. 
Indeed, whatever the Holy Spirit, as a sanctifier, produces, 
must resemble his own nature. That which ts born of the 
Spirit is spirit. As the wisdom which is from above is pure, 
and of a practical nature ; so faith, which is from above. re~ 
sembles its divine origin. 


* DT Pet. i. 8, 


ArPENDIx.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION. 131 


Secondly : It is that inthe exercise of whieh ve give glory 
to God.* If faith be what Mr. M‘L. acknowledges it to be, a 
duty, and an exercise of obedience, its possessing such a ten- 
dency is easily conceived ; but, if it be a passive reception of 
the truth, on which the moral state of t the heart has no influ- 
ence, how can such a property be ascribed to it? There is a 
way in which inanimate nature glorifies God, and he may get 
himself glory by the works of the most ungodly ; but no un- 
godly man truly gives glory to him; neither does a godly man, 
but in the exercise of holiness. 

Thirdly : Faith is represented as depending upon choice, ox 
the state of the heart towards God: Said I not unto thee, If 
thou woutpest believe, thou shouldest see the glory of God? 
How cam ye believe, WHICH RECEIVE HONOUR ONE OF AN- 
OTHER, and SKEK NOT THE HONOUR THAT COMETH FROM 
Gop onLy ?—If thou cansr believe, all things are possible to 
him that believeth.{ If faith be a mere passive reception of 
the truth into the understanding, on which the state of the 
will has no influence, what fair interpretation can be given to 
these passages? If a disposition to seek the divine honour be 
not necessary to believing, how is it that the want of it should 
render, it impossible ? And if believing had no dependence 
upon choice, or the state of the heart, how is it that our Say- 
iour should suspend his healing of the child, upon the parents 
being able to exercise it? Did he suspend his mercy on the 
performance of a natural impossibility ; or upon something on 
which the state of the heart had no influence ? 

Fourthly: Faith is frequently represented as implying re- 
pentance for sin, which is acknowledged, on all hands, to be a 
holy exercise. It does not come up to the scripture-repre- 
sentation to say, repentance is a fruit of faith. There is no 
doubt, but that faith, where it exists, will operate to pro- 
mote repentance, and every other holy exercise. It is true 
also, thata conviction of the being and attributes of God must, 
in the order of nature, precede repentance ; because we can- 
not repent for offending a being of whose existence we doubt, 
or of whose character we have no just conception: but che 
faith of the gospel, or a believing in Jesus for the salvation of 


* Rom, iy. 20. + John xi. 40. v. 44. Mark ix, 28, 


lela ial 


132 THE GOSPEL WORTHY [APeENprs. 


our souls, is represented, in the New Testament, as implying 
repentunce for sin. Repent ye, and. believe the gospel—And 


ye, when ye had seen eo repented not, THAT YE MIGHT BE- 


s1evE.—If, peradventur God will give them repentance To 
THE ACKNOWLEDGING OF THE TRuTH.* Whenever the scrip- 
tures speak of repentance as followed by the remission of 
sins, it will be allowed that faith is supposed : for repentance 
without faith could not please God, nor have any connexion 
with the promise of forgiveness : and it is equally evident that, 
when they speak of faith as followed by justification, repent- 
ance is supposed ; for faith without repentance would not be 
genuine. It is impossible to discern the glory of Christ’s me- 
diation, or to believe in the necessity, the importance, the 
loveliness, or the suitableness of his undertaking, while we 
feel not for the dishonour done to God by the sin of creatures, 
and particularly by our own sin. Ignorance. therefore, is as- 
cribed to obduracy, or insensibility of heart.{ Indeed, it is 
easy to perceive, that, where there is no sense of the evil and 
demerit of sin, there can be no form nor comeliness discerned 
in the Saviour, nor beauty that we should desire him: and, 
while this is the case; the servants of Christ will have to la- 
ment, Who hath believed our report 2t . 

_Fifthly : Faith is often expressed by terms which indicate 
the exercise of affection. It is called receiving Christ, which 
stands opposed to rejecting him, or receiving him not; and 
which is descriptive of the treatment'he met with from the 
body of the Jewish nation. Itis called receiving the love of 
the truth that wemuy be saved; and by salvation being thus 
connected with it, it is implied, that no other reception of the 
truth is saving. Christ’s word is said to have no place in un- 
believers ; which implies that) in true believers it has place, 
and which is expressive of more than a mere assent of the un- 
derstanding. The good ground in the parable is said to re- 
present them who, zn an honest and sood heart, having heard 
the word, keep it, and bring forth fruit with patience. It is 
here intimated, that no one receives the word to pur; ose, but 
in the exercise of an honest and good heart.§ 


® Mark i.15. Matt, xxi. 32, 2 Tim. ii, 25. 
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Sixthly : Belief is expressly said to be with the heart. If 
thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and beheve 
IN THINE HEART that God hath raised him from the dead, : 
thou shalt be saved. For wir THE HEART man believeth 
unto righteousness, and with the mouth confession is made un- 
to salvation.—If thou believest with ALL THINE HEART, thou 
mayest.* tis allowed, that the heart, in these passages, does 
not denote the affections to the exclusion of the understanding ; 
nor does the argument require that it should: but neither 
does it denote the understanding to the exclusion of the affec- 
tions, (which is required by the argument on the other side,) 
but the znmost soul, in opposition to the mouth with which 
confession is made unto salvation. Doing any thing with the 
heart, or with all the heart, are modes of speaking never used 
in scripture, I believe, for the mere purpose of expressing 
what is internal, or mental, and which may pertain only to the 
understanding : they rather denote the quality of unfeigned- 
ness, a quality repeatedly ascribed to faith,{ and which marks 
an honesty of heart which is essential to it. 

Seventhly: The want of faith is ascribed to mornaL causEs, 
or to THE WANT OF A RIGHT DISPOSITION OF HEART. Ye 
have not his word abiding in you: for whom he hath sent, him 
ye believe not. Search the scriptures ; for in them ye think ye 
have eternal life: and they are they which testify of me. And 
ye WILL NoT come to me, that ye might have life. I receive 
not honour from men. But I know you, that ye have not thé 


Love or Gop in you. I am come in my Father's name, and 
ye RECEIVE ME NoT: if another shall come in his own name, 
him ye will receive. How can ye believe, which receive hon- 
our one of another, and seek not the honour that cometh from 
God only ?—Because I tell you the truth, ye believe me not.— 
If I say the truth, why do ye not believe me? He that is of 
God, heareth God’s words: ye, therefore, hear them not, be- 
cause ye are not of God.{ If a holy disposition were unneces- 
sary to believing in Christ, neither the want of it, nor the ex- 
istence of the contrary, could form any obstruction to it. 
Lastly : Unbelief is not a mere error of the understanding, 


a 
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: fe, 
134 _ ‘THE GOSPEL WORTHY fAPPENDrx. 


but a positive and practical rejection of the gospel. it is actu- 

,ally treating God as a liar, and all the blessings of the gospel 
with contempt: but faith is the opposite of unbelief; there- 
fore, it is nota mere assent of the understanding, but a posi- 
tive and practical reception of the gospel, actually treating 
God asthe God of truth, and the blessings of the gospel as 
worthy of all acceptation. This statement of things is clearly 
taught us by the pointed address of our Lord to the Jews, 
quoted under the foregoing argument. Because I tell you the 
truth, ye believe me not.—If I say the truth, why do ye not 
believe me ? if faith were a mere exercise of the understand- 
ing, why do not men as readily believe the truth, as they be- 
lieve alie? Surely trath is not less evident to the mind, nor 
less. consistent, than falsehood. It is evident, that their not 
believing the truth was owing to the aversion. of their hearts, 
and nothing else ; and, by what follows, it is equally evident, 
that the belief of the truth is owing to the removal of this 
aversion, or to the heart’s being brought to be on the side of 
God: He that is of God, heareth God’s words ; ye, therefore, 
hear them not, because ye are not of God. 

I proceed to the consideration of objections. The first, and 
principal objection that Mr. M‘L. alleges against this state- 
ment of things, is, that it affects the doctrine of justification 
by grace alone, without the works of the law. ‘ The scrip- 
tures pointedly declare,” he says, “ that God justifies sinners 
FREELY BY HIS GRACE, through the REDEMPTION that is in Je- 
sus Christ, and that this justification is received through rarru 
in Christ’s blood. Faith, in this case, is always distinguished 
from, and opposed to, the works of the law; not merely of 
the ceremonial law ; which was peculiar to the Jews, but of 
that law by which is the knowledge of sin; which says, Thou 
shalt not covet, and which requires not only outward gvod ac- 
tions, but love, and every good disposition of the heart, both 
towards God and our neighbour; so that the works of this 
law respect the heart, as well as life. The distinction, there- 
fore, between faith and works, on this subject, is not that which 
is between inward and outward conformity to the law ; for, if 
faith be not, in this case, distinguished from, and prea to, 
our conformity to the law, both outwardly and inwardly, it 
cannot be said that we are justified by faith without the deeds 
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of the law, or that God justifieth the ungodly. Faith, indeed, 
as a principle of action, worketh by love; but it is not as, 
thus working that it is imputed for righteousness ; for it is 
expressly declared, that righteousness is imputed to him that 
WORKETH NoT, but seLiEveTH on him that justifieth the un- 
aopLy. It is of rarru, that it might be by crac ; and grace 
and works are represented as incompatible with each other: 
for to him that worxern, is the reward not reckoned of oracs, 
but ofpzest. Now, when men include in the very nature of jus- 
tifying faith such good dispositions, holy affections, and pious ex- 
ercises of heart, as the moral law requires, andso make them 
necessary (no matter under what consideration) to asinner’s ac- 
ceptance with God, it perverts the apostle’s doctrine upon this 
important subject and makes justification to be at least, as 4 
were, by the works of the law.”* 

There is no dispute whether justification be of grace, through 
the redemption which is in Jesus Christ ; nor whether justification 
by faith be opposed to justification by the works of the law ; 
even those works which are internal, as well as those which 
are external. But it is apprehended, that, in order to main- 
tain these doctrines, there is no necessity to explain away 
the holy nature of faith, or to maintain that it consists in 
mere speculation, which it must, if it have nothing of the 
disposition of the heart in it. 

If considering. faith as arising from the disposition of the 
heart be unfriendly to justification by grace, without the works 
of the law, it must be on one or other of these suppositions : 
First: Either, that, should there be any holiness in us antece- 
dent to justification, it must be imputed unto us for righteous- 
ness. Or,Secondly: If it be not so in fact, yet it willbe so 
in the view. of awakened sinners. 

The first of these suppositions,so far from being friendly 
to the doctrine of justification by grace, utterly subverts the 
grand principle on which the necessity of it is founded. The 
grand principle on which the apostle rests the doctrine, is 
this: Jt is written, Cursed is every one that.continueth not 1 
ALL THINGS written in the book of the law to do them.t This 
declaration goes to an utter denial of the possibility of a sin- 
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ner’s being justified by the works of his hands. But, if the 
» foregoing ‘supposition be true, the declaration must be false 5 
for, according to this, the holiness of one that has not contin- 
ued in all things written in the book of the law to do them, 
provided he have any, is admissible to his justification. On 
the other hand, if the declaration be true, the supposition is 
false : for, according to the apostle’s doctrine, it must follow, 
that, whatever holiness any creature may possess, before, in, 
or after his believing, unless he could produce a righteous- 
mess conforming in all things to God’s righteous law, it 
will avail him nothing in respect of justification. I have 
no idea of any holiness antecedent to justification, any fur- 
ther than what is necessarily implied in the nature of jus- 
tifying faith; but, if it were otherwise, and a sinner could 
produce a series of holy actions, performed in a course of 
years, all must be reckoned as loss and dung in respect of 
his being accepted of God. He that would win Christ, must 
be foundin him. 

If antecedent holiness destroy the freeness of grace, I know 
of no solid reason why consequent holiness should not operate 
in the same way: and then, in order to be justified by grace, 
it will be necessary to continue the enemies of God through 
life. It is not the priority of fime that makes any difference, 
but that of causation. Holiness may precede justification, as 
to time, and it may be necessary, on some account, that it 
should precede it, and yet have no casual influence onit. The 
self-abasement of the publican preceded his going down to 
his house justified ; yet it was not on this ground that his jus- 
tification rested. ‘Holiness, on the other hand, may follow 
justification, as to time ; and yet, for any thing that this will 
prove, may .be that which is accounted for righteousness. 
The righteousness of Christ was imputed to Old Testament be- 
lievers long before it was actually wrought: and good was 
promised to Abraham, on the ground that God knew him, that 
he would command his children, and his household after him.* 

It was the denial of personal holiness being necessary to 
justification, as a procuring cause, and not any thing which 
regarded the time of it, that excited those objections against 
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the doctrine, as leading to licentiousness, which are repelled 
in the Epistle to the Romans, and which have been pleaded 
in this contreversy. The dectrine here defended is liable to 
the same ; not justly, indeed; neither was that of the apostle: 
but so long as we maintain that acceptance with God is wholly 
out of regard to the righteousness of another, and not for any 
thing done by us, before, in, or after believing; a self-right- 
eous spirit will be offended, and reproach the doctrine as 
immoral. 

The argument for the necessity of a sinner’s being an ene- 
my to God at the time of his justification, in order to its being 
wholly of grace, resembles that of some divines, who, for the 
same purpose, have pleaded for our being justified from 
elernity. They seem to have supposed, that, if God justified 
us before we had any existence, or could have performed any 
good works, it must be on the footing of grace. Yet these 
divines maintained that some men were ordained to condem- 
nation from eternity ; and that as a punishment for their sin, 
which God foresaw. But, if an eternal decree of condemna- 
tion might rest upon foreseen evil, who does not perceive, 
that an eternal decree of justification might equally rest upon 
foreseen good? The truth is, the freeness of justification 
does not-depend upon the date of it. 

Mr. M‘Lean charges the sentiment he opposes, as a ger- 
version of the apostle’s doctrine; and with making justifica- 
tion to be, at least, ‘‘ as it were, by the works of the law. 
Yet he is fully aware, that, whatever is pleaded in behalf of 
the holy nature of faith, it is not supposed to justify us as @ 
work, or holy exercise, or as being any part of that which is 
accounted unto us for righteousness : but merely as that which 
unites to Christ, for the sake of whose righteousness alone we 
are accepted. {have no idea of merit, either of condignity 
or congruity, or of justification being bestowed as a reward to 
believing, any more than he has. But I shall be told, that 
this is ‘*a caution which intimates an apprehension that my 
idea of faith is very liable to such a misconstruction.”* And 
was the apostle’s doctrine liable to no misconstruction ? and 
did he use no caution to guard against it? Is Mr. M‘L.’s 
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doctrine liable to none? and does he never use caution for 
the same purpose ? What else does he mean, when, discours- 
ing on God’s justifying the ungodly, he adds, ‘* Faith, indeed, 
as a principle of action, worketh by love; but it is not as thus 
working that it is imputed for righteousness ?”* I.confess I 
am not able to discern the difference ‘between this distiaction 
and that which he discards ; for, if there be any meaning in 
words, either in the apostle’s.or his, faith does work by love ; 
and that, from its first existence: and its thus working belongs. 
to if, as genuine, justifying faith ; but, though it always possess- 
ed this property, and without it could not have been genuine: 
yetit is not on this account, or in a way of reward, that we are 
said to be justified b.yit. 

If he allege, that the property of working by Bae does not 
belong to the nature of faith, as justifying; and that, in the 
order of time, we are justified by it previously to its thus 
working, he must contradict the apostle, who speaks of re- 
ceiving the love of the truth, TWAT WE MAY BE SAVED, and 
pronounces those ‘persons unbelievers, who do not thus re- 
ceive it. His, owa words also will, in this case, be ill adapt- 
ed. to express his ideas. Instead of saying, ‘“ Faith, indeed, 
worketh by love; but it is not as thus working, that it justi- 
fies ;°’ he ought to have said to this effect: Faith, indeed, 
worketh by love; but it is not till it has first performed its of- 
fice in respect of justification, which it does previously to its 
working at all. 

The scriptures constantly represent union with Christ as 
the foundation of our interest in the blessing of justification 5 
Of him are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made unto us— 
righteousness—That I may be found 1x him, not having my 
own righteousness, which is of the law, but that which 7s 
through the fatth of Christ.— We are accepted 1n the Beloved. 
There is—no condemnation to them that are 1n Christ Jesus.i p 
Now, faith in him being that by which this union is effected, 
hence arises the necessity of it in order to justification. It is 
that by which, as in a marriage, we are joined to the Lord, 
and so, by his gracious constitution of things, are ingerestaas in 
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all he is, and all he possesses. And thus it is supposed, that 
living faith, or faith that worketh by love, is necessary to jus- 
tification ; not as being the ground of our acceptance with 
God ; not as a virtue of which justification is the reward ; but 
as that without which we could not be united to queae Re- 
deemer., A a 

But we are told, “If any thing holy in us be rendered ne- 
cessary to eur béing accepted of God, (no matter under what 
consideration,) we pervert the apostle’s doctrine, and make 
justification to be at least, as it were, by the works of the law.” 
Is Mr. M‘L, sure that he does not pervert, or at least, sadly 
misapply the apostle’s words? Whatever be the meaning of 
the phrase as it were, it does not describe the principles of 
those who renounce all dependence upon their own holiness; 
and plead for the holy nature of faith, only as being necessary 
to render it genuine, and, consequently, to unite us to a holy 
Saviour. The characters there referred to were ungodly men, 
who relied upon their own works for justification, stumbling at 
that stumbling-stone. 

That we may judge whether this assertion be well founded, 
it is necessary to examine the evidence on which it rests : and 
this, if I mistake not, is confined to the phraseology of a sin- 
vle passage of scripture. If this passage (Rom. iv. 4, 5.) 
do not prove the point for “which it is alleged, I know of no 
other that does: and, what is more, the whole tenor of scrip- 
ture teaches a doctrine directly opposite ; that is to say, that 
REPENTANCE PRECEDES FORGIVENESS. But, waiving this, we 
will attend to the passage itself. If by him that worketh not, 
and the ungodly whom God justitieth, be meant persons who, 
at the time, had never done any good thing in the sight of 
God, and who were actually under the dominion of enmity 
against him, Mr. M‘L.’s assertion will be granted him: but, 
if these terms be meant to describe persons who work not with 
respect to justification} and who, in their dealings with God 
for acceptance, come not as righteous, but as ungodly; no 
stich consequence will follow. On the contrary, it will follow, 
that if the apostle’s doctrine be perverted, it is Mr. M‘L. 
that has perverted it. 

That the apostle is speaking of believers, we are expressly 
told in the passage itself. He that worketh not is said, at the 
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same time, to believe : but, whenever this can be said of @ 
man, it cannot, with truth, be affirmed of him, that he has 
done nothing good in the sight of God, or that he is under the 
dominion of enmity against him. By Mr. M‘L.’s own account, 
he has, by the influence of divine grace, done ‘‘ what is right, 
in giving credit to what God says ;” he has “ obeyed the gos- 
pel;’” he has complied with “ the command of God,” that we 
should believe in him whom he hath sent., It may, however, 
be truly affirmed of him, that he worket® not with respect to 
justification ; for it is of the nature of faith to overlook and 
relinquish every thing of the kind. Whatever necessity there 
may be for a writer rm vindication of the truth to enumerate 
these things, they are such as the subject of them thinks no- 
thing of at the time ; especially as the ground of his accept- 
ance with God. All h is hopes of mercy are those of a sinner, 
an ungodly sinner. 

Him that worketh not stands opposed, by the ‘apostle, to 
him that werketh ; to whom, he says, the reward is not reckoned 
of grace, but of debt. (Rom. y. 4.) And is this a description of 
actually working for God? The character referred to is either 
veal or supposed; either that of a self-righteous: sinner, who 
would, at last, be dealt with on the footing of that covenant 
to which he adhered ; or of a perfect conformist to the divine 
law. Ifit be the former, he that worketh. undoubtedly means,. 
not one that actually labours for God, but one that worketh 
with a view to zustificatiou : and, consequently, he that work- 
eth not must mean, not one that has actually wrought nothing. 
for God, but one that worketh not with a view of being justi- 
fied by it. Or if, on the other hand, the character be allowed 
to be only a supposed one; namely, a perfect conformist to 
the divine law ; yet, as what isdone by him that so worketh 
is done with a view to justification, it is, on this account, 
properly opposed to the life of a believer; who, whatever he 
may do, does nothing with such an end, but derives all his hopes: 
of acceptance with God from the righteousness of another. 

To this may be added the examples which the apostle re- 
fers to for the illustration of his doctrine. These are Abra- 
ham and David: and let the reader judge whether they be not 
decisive of the question. It is of Abraham’s justification 
that he is speaking. He itis that is held up as‘a pattern 
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justification by faith, in opposition to the works of the law. 
Of him it was supposed, that he worked not, but believed on 
him that justifieth the ungodly.. If Abraham, therefore, at the 
time when he is said to have believed God, and it was counted to 
him for righteousness, had never done any good thing, and was 
actually the enemy of God, Mr. M‘L.’s s position is established. 
But if the contrary be true, it is overturned. To determine 
this, the reader has only to consult Gen. xv. 6., xii. 1., and 
Heb. xi. 8. He will there perceive, that it was several years 
after his departure from Haran, (at which time the apostle 
~ bears witness to his being a believer,) that he is said to have 
believed God, and it was counted to him for righteousness. From 
hence, it is manifest, t that the character described by the apos- 
tle is not that of an enemy, but a ie of God ; and that it iy 
not merely applicable to a Christian at the first moment of his 
believing, but through the whole of life. We have to deal witl: 
’ Christ for pardon and justification more than once; and must 
_ always go to him as working not, but believing on him that justi- 
‘fieth the ungodly. 

Nor is the example of David less decisive than that of Abra: 
ham. When the blessedness of which the apostle speaks came 
upon him, he was not in a state of enmity to God: but had beer 
his friend and servant for a series of years. The thirty-second 
appears, evidently, to be one of his penitential psalms, com- 
posed after his fall in the case of Uriah. Yet he also is sup- 
posed to have worked not, but believed on him that justifieth the 
ungodly. And it is worthy of notice, that the very principle 
inculcated through this whole Psalm is, the necessity of repent- 
‘ance in order to forgiveness ; a principle which requires to be 
disowned, before the position maintained by Mr. M‘L. can be 
admitted. 

It has been said, that the term wngodly is never used, but te 
describe the party as being under actual enmity to God at the 
time. F apprehend this is a mistake. Christ is said to have 
died for the ungodly. Did he then lay down his life only for 
those who, at the time, were actually his enemies? If so, he 
did not die for any of the Old Testament saints ; nor for any 
of the godly who were then alive; not even for his own apos- 


s. All that can in truth be said is, that, whatever were their 
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characters at the time, he died for them as ungodly ; and thus it 
is that he justifieth the ungodly. Gospel justification stands op- 
posed to that which is in ordinary use: the one acquits the 
righteous, the worthy, the deserving; the other, the unright- 
eous, the unworthy, the ungodly. 

But let us examine the other branch of Mr. M‘L.’s objec- 
tion; namely, the effect which such a doctrine must nat on 
the mind of an awakened sinner. ‘ This,” he says, ‘is ob- 
vious. He who conceives that, in order to his pardon and ac- 
ceptance with God, he must be first possessed of such good 
dispositions and holy affections as are commonly included in 
the nature of faith, will ‘find no immediate relief from the gos- 
pel, nor any thing in which it fully reaches his casé, while he 
views himself merely as a guilty sinner. Instead of believing 
on him that justifieth the ungodly, he believes, on the contra- 
ry, that he cannot be justified till he sustains an opposite cha- 
racter. Though Christ died for sinners—for the ungodly ; 
yet he does not believe that Christ’s death will be of any bene- 
fit to him asa mere sinner, but as possessed of holy disposi- 
tions; nor does he expect relief to his conscience purely and 
directly from the atonement, but through the medium of a 
better opinion of his own heart or character. This sentiment, 
if he is really concerned about his soul, must set him upon 
attempts to reform his heart, and to do something under the 
notion of acting faith, that he may be justified; and all his en- 
deavours, prayers, and religious exercises, will be directed to 
that end.” 

By the manner in which Mr, MEL. speaks of ‘* pardon and 
acceptance with God,” uniting them together, and denying all’ 
holy affection to be necessary to either, it is manifest that he de- 
nies the necessity of repentance in order to forgiveness; a doc- 
trine taught not only in the thirty-second Psalm, from which the 
apostle argued the doctrine of free justification, but also in the 
whole tenor of scripture.* 

Secondly: By rejecting this doctrine, he finds in the gos- 
pel ‘‘relief for the mere sinner.’ This “mere sinner” is 


* J} Kings vill. 29—50. Prov. xxviii. 13.° Isa. lv. 6—8. Matt. iii, 2. 
Mark i.4. Juke ili, 3. Acts v.31. Luke xxiv. 47. Acts ii, 38, iit. 
19. xxvi. 18, f 
ae 
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desci bed as ‘“‘awakened,” and as ‘* view rg himself merely as 
a guilty simmer.” At the same time, however, he is supposed 
to be destitute of all ‘‘holy affection.” It may be questioned 
whether this account of things be consistent with itself; or, 
whether any ‘‘mere sinner’’ ever ‘ views himself merely as a 
guilty sinner ;”? for such views. include a just sense of the evik 
of sin, and of his own utter unworthiness of the divine favour, 
which no ‘mere sinner” ever possessed. But; passing this, 
-. Whatever be his “ awakenings,” and whatever the load of 
‘‘oullt” that lies upon his conscience, secing he is allowed to 
be destitute of all « holy affection,” he must be, in fact, no 
other than a hard-hearted enemy to irue religion. He has not 
a grain of regard to God’s name, nor concern for having of- 
fended him; nor the least degree of attachment to the atone- 
ment of Christ, on account of its securing his honour; in a 
word, his whole affection centres in himself. This character 
wants “relief”? And what is it that will relieve him? Par- 
don and acceptance with God, through the atonement of Jesus? 
If so, he needs neither to climb to heaven nor to descend into 
the deep: the word is nigh him. But ¢Ais is not what he 
wants: for he sees no form nor comeliness in nim : nor beauty 
that he should pesize nim. Is it to be saved from his sins ? 
No: It is to be saved zz them. It is to obtain ease to his 
troubled conscience, and exemption from the dread of divine 
wrath, without relinquishing his self-righteous lusts, and sub- 
mitting to the righteousness of God. And is it true that sucb 
a ‘character stands in need of ‘‘relief?” He may think he 
does, and may labour hard to obtain it: but surely he needs 
to be wounded, instead of healed, and killed, rather than made 
alive. Nay, in sucha state of mind, is it possble that he should 
be ‘relieved’? by the gospel as it ts in Jesus? Rather, is it 
not self-evident, that, to relieve him we must assimilate our 
doctrine to his inclinations? It were as absurd to suppose that 
a hurd-hearted sinner should be relieved by the true gospel, as 
that the whole should find relief in a physician. 

Thirdly: The hard-hearted sinner is not only to be ‘re- 
lieved” by the assurance of ‘pardon and acceptance with 
God;” but this is supposed to be derived “ directly from the 
atonement.” If by this were meant merely for the sake of 
the atonement, it were unobjectionable ; but the’ meaning is, 
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that the, mere sinner is pardoned without repentance, or any — 
“* holy affection to Christ.” There must be no consciousness 
of any thing of the kind previously to forgiveness: for then it 
would not be “direct, but through the medium of a good 
opinion of his own heart or character.” And does Mr. M‘L.. 


- really believe in all this? What, then, will he make of the 


concurrent language of the Old and New Testament? Let 
the wicked FORSAKE HIS WAY, and the unrighteous man his 
THoucHTS: and let him RETURN UNTO THE LorD, and he wilt 
have mercy upon him; and to our God, for he will abun- 
dantiy pardon. Preaching the baptism of REPENTANCE FOR 
‘THE REMISSION OF siNs.—ReprenT ye, therefore, and be con- 
VERTED, that your SINS MAY BE BLOTTED ovT.—TJo turn 
them from the rower oF Satan unto Gop, that they may re- 
ceive FORGIVENESS OF sins.* What can be made of this lan- 
guage? Shall we say, It is the voice of the Jaw, directing a 
sinner what he must do in order te be accepted by his own obe- 
dience?} An ingenious mind will seldom be at aloss for some- 
thing to say ; but let us take heed lest we be found perverting 
the scriptures in support of an hypothesis. If there be any 
meaning in language, it is manifest, th ese exhortations are 
addressed to sinners, as the means, not of legal, but of evangel- 
ical justification—justification of which the forgiveness of sins is 
an essential branch. 

From the foregoing, and many such passages, it is evident, 
that when we are said to be justified by faith, it is such a faith 
as involves repentance ; equally so as, when we are said to be 
forgiven on repentance, it is such repentance as involves be- 
lieving. 

Nay, more: If Mr. M‘L. believe as above, what can be 
made of his own writings? How are we to understand hig 
note, in page 92, containing a brief but judicious answer to 
Mr. John Barclay? He there proves that no man is pardon- 
ed or accepted of God till he sustain a different character 
from that which belongs to him merely as a sinner; that is, 
till-he is a believer ; and that “the assurance of a man’s own 
justification is not founded merely upon the direct testimony 


* Isa. lv.6—8. Luke iii. 3. Acts iii 19. xxvi, 18, 
tSee Mr. M‘L.’s Simple Truth, pp. 21—26. 
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of God, but also upon the testimony of his own conscience 
bearin ng him» witness in the Holy Spirit that he believes the 
gospel testimony.” Mr. Barclay might reply to him as he 
does to others. He might say, concerning the awakened sin- 
ner, that, on M‘L.’s principles, ‘Though. Christ, died. for 
sinners, for the ungodly ; yet he does not believe that Christ’s 
death will be of any benefit to him as a mere sinner, but as 
possessed of faith ; nor does he expect any: satisfaction as to 


“the salvation of his soul purely and directly fromthe atone- 


ment ; but through the medium of a better opinion of himself, 
a iconsciousness that he is a believer. This sentiment, if he 
is really concerned about the salvation of his soal, must set 
him upon attempts that be may obtain this faith, in order to be 
justified ; and all his endeavours, prayers, and religious exer~ 
cises will be directed to that end.’ If Mr. M‘L. can answer 
this-objection, he will answer his own. 


After all, there is. a way of deriving relief as ‘‘ mere sinners, 


dixectly from the atonement :” but this is what @ mere sinner, 
in Mr. M‘L.’s sense of the terms, never does. They are be- 
lieving sinners only ; sinners possessed of ‘‘ holy affection” to 
Christ, who are thus rendered dead to every thing in them- 
selves, and alive to him. By Mr. M‘L.’s reasoning, it should 
seem as though impenitent, and unhumbled sinners not only 
derived their comfortin this way ; but as if they were the on- 
ly persons that did so! To derive relief as mere sinners di- 
rectly from the atonement, it is not necessary that we should 
possess no holy affection towards Christ; but, that whatever 
we possess, we make nothing of it as aground of acceptance, 
counting all things but loss and dung, that we may win and é¢ 
found in him. And this manner of deriving relief is not pe- 
culiar to the time of our first believing ; but belongs to. a life 
of faith on the Son of God. 

Again: It is supposed, that the including of holy affection 
in the nature of faith, and rendering it necessary to acceptance 
with God, (no matter under what consideration,) must, of ne- 
cessity, lead the sinner from Christ, io rely on something good 
in himself. It is true, that, if any holiness in us were requi- 
red as a ground of acceptance with God, it would beso; and 
the same would be true of the requirement of a faith withent 
holiness, provided it were required to this end. That faith, 

Vou. I. T 


me, 


ee 


| e 
146 THE GOSPEL WORTHY _[ APPENDIX. 


whatever be its nature, is required, and is necessary to pre- 


cede justification, Mr. M‘L. will not deny. He denies its be- 
ing necessary as that on account of which we are justified : 


and so do I: but, whatever be the place which it occupies, it 
is allowed to be’ necessary. Now, if the necessity of a holy 
faith be more favourable to self-righteousness, than of one 
which has nothing holy in it, it must be either because it is 
of the nature of holiness, rather than of unholiness, so to ope- 
rate; or because the depravity of the heart can find an oeca- 
sion for glorifying in the one case, which it cannot in the other. — 
To suppose the first, is the same as supposing that it is of the 
nature of holy affection to Christ, to reject his salvation ; of 
godly sorrow for sin, to render us more attached to it; and of 
humility of heari, to lift us up with pride. With respect to 
the last, I cannot answer for it, that the proud spirit of a 
merely ‘‘ awakened sinner’’ shall not make a righteousness ot 
a supposed holy faith ; nor can Mr. M‘L. answer for it, that ~ 
he shall not do the same of his “simple belief.” Whether 
faith have any holiness in it, or not, seeing he ts taught to con- 
sider it as necessary to mvs told that God makes 
30 great account of it, that without it the atonement itself will 
avail him nothing ; there is no wonder if his unhumbled heart 
should take up its rest in his supposed believing, instead of 
looking to the doctrine of the cross. An unrenewed sinner 
will make a righteousness of any thing, rather than submit to 
the righteousness of God. But this I can answer for, If he 
really have repentance towards God, and. faith “towards our 
Lord Jesus Christ, his mind will not be employed in self ad- 
miration. And this, I am persuaded, is more than Mr. M‘L, 
can say respecting a faith, in the nature of which there is no- 
thing holy ; for if faith have no holiness in its nature, the sin- 
ner must and will, in the very exercise of it, admire himself, 
{It is only in the exercise of a holy disposition of heart that the 
attention is turned another way: if this, therefore, be absent, 
there is nothing to counteract a self-righteous spirit 5 and if, 
at the same time, the sinner be flattered with having gained 
more clear and evangelical views of faith than the generality 
of professing Christians, there is every thing to feed it. To 
make the requirement of a speculative assent of the judgment 
in which there is no. holiness, necessary to the destruction of 


ArpENDix.] OF ALL ACCEPTATION, 147 


self-righteousness, is supposing that this spirit cannot exist, 
unless it have true holiness to feed upon : but every one knows, 
that, in “ mere sinners,” it reigns uncontrolled ; and that, ac- 
cording to the degree in which holiness exists, it is so far coun- 
teracted. Itis natural that it should be so: for it is essential 
to this principle to sink us into our native’ nothingness and to 
embrace the Saviour as all in all. 

From these considerations, I conclude, that, instead of its 


“being necessay far asinner to be in an ungodly state of mind, 


in order to his believing in Christ, and. being justified as un- 
godly ; the direct contrary is true. To believe in Christ, as 
justifying the ungodly, is. to forego all claim and expectation 
of favour on the ground of our own deservings ; to feel that 
unto us belongs nothing but shame and confusion of face ; and 
that the only hope which remains for us is in the free mercy 
of God through Jesus Christ: but this no man ever did, whose 
heart was still under the dominion of enmity ; for the thing it- 
self is a contradiction. Enmity necessarily blinds the mind, 
both to its own deformity, and to the glory of the Saviour 
An enemy of God, therefore, and a self-righteous unbeliever, 
are one and the same Me icics. 

I cannot but express my surprise, that it should ever have 
entered into the heart of wise and good men to imagine, that a 
faith which implies contrition and self-annihilation in its ve- 
ry nature, (the spirit of the publican,) should be supposed 
to be favourable to self-righteousness ; while that which may 
consist with a hard heart, a proud spirit, and perfect enmity 
to God, (the very temper of the pharisee,) is pleaded for, as 
necessary to reot it up! Why, then, did not the pharisee go 
down to his house justified, rather than the publican? The 
one had humbled himself : for God to justify him, therefore, 
would, it seems, be inconsistent with the freeness of bis grace. 
As to the other, assuredly be was not wanting in ungodliness, 
nor had he ever wrought a single work for God, notwithstand- 
ing all his boasting. He was ‘‘ a mere sinner ;” and, if Christ’s 
death will prove a benefit to such, why was it not so to him ? 
At least; he came very near to the character which, accord- 
ing to Mr. M‘L.’s doctrine, God should justify. ‘No :’ it 
will be said, ‘ he did not believe.’ Lt seems, then, that some- 
thing more is necessary, alter all, than being “ a mere sinner.” 


as 


4g THE GOSPEL WORTHY [APrEnpis. _ 


¥et, y should it 2 Did i : Christ ‘* die for sinners, for the 
ungodly ?” Why should he not, as “a mere sinner,’ become 


vit partaker of his benefits ? Or, if not, why does Mr. M‘L. write 


as if he sh ud? * He did not belive? .. _ True : por, awhile 
he was under the dominion of sach a spirit, could he believe. 
Ere he could come to Jesus, or believe in him, he must have 
heard and learned another lessoll mrs fice ee 3 

It is further objected, that, to suppose faith to include in it 
any holy disposition of beart, is confounding tt with its effects, 
and making those to be one, which the scriptures declare to. 
be three; namely, faith, hope, and charity. I do not know 
that the scriptures any where teach us that ali holy disposi- 
tion is the effect of faith. Itis not more so, I apprehend, than 
all aati the effect of unbeliet : but unbelief it- 
self is the effect of unholy disposition, as, | suppose, will be 
allowed : all unholy disposition, therefore, cannot be the ef- 
fect of unbelief. Mr. M‘L. has proved, that faith also is not 
only a principle ‘of evangelical obedience, but is itself 
an exercise of obedience : all obedience, therefore, by his own 
account, is not the effect of faith ; ee can be an ef- 
fect of itself. And, unless it be possible to obey God with- 
out any holy disposition of heart to do so; it will equally 
follow, that all holy disposition cannot be the effect of faith. 
With respect to the confounding of what the scriptures dis- 
tinguish, whatever distinction there is between faith, hope, 
and’ charily, it makes nothing to Mr. M‘L.’s argument ; un- 
less they can be proved to be so. distinct as” that nothing ‘of 
the one is to be found in the other. Faith must not» only have 
no love in it, but no hope ; bope must include’ neither faith 
nor love ; and love must possess neither faith nor hope. But 
are they thus distinct ?. Onthe contrary, it may be found, up- 
on strict inquiry, that there is not a grace of the Holy Spirit 
which does not possess a portion of every other grace. Yet 
faith is not love, nor hope, nor joy, nor long-suffering, nor gen- 
tleness, nor goodness, nor meekness, nor patience : each has” 
a distinctive character; and yet each is so blended with the 
other, that, in dissecting one, you must cut through the veins 


of ally 


* John v. 44, vii. 39, 40. vi. 45. 
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* Some affirm,” says Mr. M‘L. ‘that faith, hope, and love, 
are three, considered only in respect of their objects. me | had, 
andeed, suggested that they are three, considered with respect to 
their objects, but never thought of affirming that they are three 
in thai view only. They may be three in many other respects, 
for aught | know. My argument only required me to point out 
a sense in which they were . distinct, provided they were not so 
in respect of their holy nature. I see no solidity in M‘L.’s ob- 
jection to an objective distinction ; and it is rather extraordina- 
ry that what he substitutes in its place, from Mr. Sandeman, is a 
distinction merely objective. 

Mr. M‘L. thinks that faith, hope, and love, are distinct, as to 
their nature; and that the excellency ascribed to love consists 
in its being holy; whereas faith is not so. But what becomes 
of hope ? Love is not said to excel faith only: hope, therefore, 
is required to have no holiness in it, any more than faith. And 
has itnone? Mr. M‘L. when asked’ whether hope did not im- 
ply desire, and desire love, answered, “‘ Yes: hope is a modifica- 
tion of love.”?. It was replied, ‘‘ Then you have given up your 
argument ?”’ » My 

it has been further objected, that the reception of God’s 


“testimony is compared to the reception of human testimony ; 


and, that asa disposition of heart, whether holy or unholy, is 
not necessary to the one, so neither isit to the other. Itis al- 
lowed, that the testimony of man may, in many cases, be be- 
lieved merely by the understanding, and without being at all 
influenced. by the state of the heart: but it is only in cases 
with which THE HEART’ HAS No conceRN. If the admission 
of a human testimony respected things of which there was no 
sensible evidence ; things, the belief which would require 
a total relinquishment of a favourite system, and the pursuit 
of an opposite: course: of action; things, which the greater 
part of those about us disregarded ; and which, if true, might 
be at a considerable distance ;, objections would arise against 


the admission of it, which, if it were otherwise, would have no 


existence. Nor could they be removed while.the heart re- 
mained averse. The fact, it is true, might’ become so notori- 
ous as to silence opposition, and, in the end, extort conviction 5 


* On the Commission, p. 82. Note. wey 
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but conviction, thus extorted, would fnot’be faith. Faith im- 


~~ plies that we think well of the testifier, or possess a confi- 


dence in his veracity : but this may consist with both ill opinion 
and ill will. It is the persuasion of sense rather than of faith. 
Such was that of some of the chief rulers, that Christ was the 
Messiah.* The miracles which he wrought silenced their 
opposition, and planted in their consciences a conviction that 
it must be so. It is true, this conviction is called belzeving ; 
but it is only in an improper sense : it was not that faith which 
is corinected with justification or salvation Whatever con- 
viction any man inay have of the truth, while it is against the 
grain of his heart, he is not a believer in the proper sense of 
the term; nor do the scriptures acknuwledge him as such. It 
is only the receiving the love of the truth that will prove saving : 
and he that does not thus receive it, is described as an 
unbeliever.t| If Micaiah’s testimony of what God had reveal- 
ed to him had been in favour of the expedition against Ra- 
moth Gilead, Ahab could have believed it ; for a little before 
this, he had believed a prophet who spake good concerning 
him.{ Or, if it bad been delivered by a person against whom 
he had no prejudice, and on a subject that neither favoured 


nor thwarted his inclinations, he might have believed it mere- 


ly with his understanding, uninfluenced by any disposition of 
his heart: but as it was, while four hundred prophets were 
for him to one against him, and while sensible that appear- 
ances were in his favour, he believed it not, and even bade de- 
fiance to it. It is possible he might have some a 
even while he was ordering Micaiah to prisons and when the 
arrow pierced him, his fears would rise high. As death ap- 
proached, he would feed the truth of what he had been told, 
and be possessed, it is likely, of tremendous forebodings of an 
hereafter ; but all this was not faith, but involuntary convic- 
tion; a species of conviction this, which neither possesses nor 
produces any good ; and which has not a promise made to it in 
the oracles of truth. 

It is acknowledged, by the author of A Dialogue between 
David and Jonathan, that, “ After all we can say of the spe- 
‘ulative knowledge of practical truth, we must still remember 


* John xii. 42,43, + 2 Thess. ii. 1O—12. {1 Kings xx. 13, 14. 
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that it implies some very essential imperfection and error.” 
But, if practical truth require something more than specula-— 


tive knowledge to enter into it, why is not the same acknow- 
edged of believing it? Can spiritual things require to be 


spiritually discerned, and yet be believed while Pe heart is 
wholly carnal ? 

Lastly : it is objected, that the word of God is represented 
as the mean of regeneration :, Of his own will begat he us 
with the word of truth —Being born again, not of corruptible 
seed, but if incorruptible, by the word of God which liveth 
and abideth for ever.* And, as it is supposed that the word 
must be understood. and believed, before it can have any 
saving influence upon us; so it is concluded that regeneration 
must rather be preceded by faith, than faith by regeneration ; ; 
or, at least, that they are coeval. This objection has been 
advanced from several quarters, and for several purposes. In 
answer to it, | would, in the first place, offer to or three general 
remarks : ; 

First: Whether regeneration influence faith, or faith,. re- 
generation ; if either of them influence the other, they cannot 
be coeval. One must be prior to the other, at least in the order 


of nature ; as the effect is ever preceded by the cause. 


Secondly : Whatever weight this objection may possess, it 
ought not to be made by any one who denies the belief of the 
gospel to be saving faith. For, allowing the word, understood 
and believed, to be that by which we are regenerated, still, if 
this belief be not faith, but something merely presupposed by 
it, faith may, notwithstanding, be preceded by rengeneration, 
if faith be the same thing as coming to Christ, receiving him, 
and relying upon him for acceptance with God, all this, in the 
order of things, follows upoa believing the truth concerning 
him; no less so, than coming to God follows a believing that he 
is, and that he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him. 
We may therefore be regenerated by a perception and. beliet 
of the truth, and, as the immediate effect of it, come te Jesus 
and rely upon him for salvation. 

Thirdly : It may be questioned, whether this objection 
ought to be made by those who admit the necessity of a spi- 


* James 1.18. 1 Peter i. 23. 
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ritual a de ofthe glory of aiviae things in order to be- 
- lieving. That this is a rinciple clearly established in the 
F scriptures, cannot be denied. — Seeing the Son is necessary 1 
believing i to hin . Unbelief is attributed to spiritual blindness ; 
and those - wv 0 believed not the report of the gospel, are de- 
Ls no form nor omge in Ths scat ta nor 


scribed as secing 
beauty that they should desire him. 

Mr. M‘L. speaking of the ‘saving truth of the gospel, says, 
‘It is no sooner perceived and believed, than it takes posses- 
sion of the will and affections.’’f © This, I should think, is al- 
lowing that perception is distinct bbls believing, and neces 
sarily precedes it. But, if a spiritual perception of the glory 
of divine truth precede believing, this may be the same, in 
effect, peprrseneration preceding it. Allowing that the word 
requires to be perceived, ere the will and affections can be 
changed, it does not follow that it must also be believed, for this 
purpose : for the very perception itself may change us into the 
same image; and, in virtue of it; we may instantly, with our 
whole heart, set to our seal that God is true. 

Now, I apprehend, that all my opponents are included un- 
der ‘one or other of these descriptions : and, if so, 1 might very 
well be excused from any further answer. The word of God 
may be allowed to be the means of regeneration ; and yet re- 
generation may precede believing. 

‘Ido not, wish, however, to dismiss the subject without stating 
my views of it, and the grounds on which they rest. To me, it 
appears, that the scriptures trace a change of heart to an érigin 
beyond either beliefor perception, even to that divine influence 
which isthe cause of both ; an influence which, with great pro- 
priety, is compared to the power which at first commanded light 
to shine out of darkness.t | 

That there is a divine influence upon the soul, which is ne- 
cessary to spiritual perception and: belief, as being the cause 
of them, those with whom I am now reasoning will admit... The 
only question is, In what order these things are caused ? 
Whether the Holy Spirit causes the mind, while carpal, to 
discern and believe spiritual things, and thereby renders it 


* 2 Cor. iv. 4. Isa. lili, 1,2. > | t On-the Commission, p. 82. 
~£2Cor. iv. 4. 
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spiritual ? or, whether he imparts a holy susceptibility and” 
relish for the truth, in consequence, if which. we discern its _ 
, and embrace it ? ‘The. latter appears, to me, to be the 
mai The following are ee Prvcpal groun s 
embrace it: ” a ‘ 
First : The scriptures 1 r resent the dominion of sin in the 
heart, as utterly inconsistent with a spiritual perception and 
belief of the gospel ; and, ee as it continues, as render- 


"ing both the one and the other impossible. Spiritual blindness 


is ascribed to aversion of heart. Their eyes have they closed.— 
They» »say unto God, Depart from us; for we desire not the 
knowledge of thy ways.—The ignorance, that is in them, is be- 
cause of the hardness, obduracy, or callousness of the heart.* 
The obstinacy and aversion of heart is the film to the mental 
eye, preventing all spiritual glory entering into it. “The nat- 
ural man, therefore, receiveth not the things of the Spirit of 
God ; for they are foolishness to him, neither can he know 
them. From hence, it will follow, that unless the Holy Spirit 
effect that which he has declared to be impossible, his in- 
fluence must consist, not in causing the mind to see notwith- 
standing the obstruction, but in removing the obstruction it- 
self out of the way. If it be said, Though it be impossible 
with ‘men, yet it may be possible with God, 1 answer, Those 
things which are imipossible with men, but possible with God, 
are not such as are impossible tn their own nature. Where 
this is the case, the power of God is never introduced as ac- 
compte them, any more than the power of man. We 
should not, for instance, think of affirming, that the heart, 
while carnal, and ina state of enmity against God, can, by 
his almighty power, be made to love him, and be subject to his 
law: for this is, in itself, impossible. But the impossibility 
of the natural man receiving the things of the Spirit of God, 
while they appear foolishness to him, is manifestly of the same 
nature as this, and is described in the same language. God 
does not cause the mind, while carnal, to be subject to his, 
law, but imparts that which removes the obstruction ; taking 
away the stony heart out of our flesh, and giving us a heart 


* Acts xxviii, 27. Job xxi. 14. Ephes iv. 18. 
+ Compare 1 Cor. ii. 14. with Rom. viii. 7. 
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discernment : - God pot cause the natural man t 
ceive spiritual ibings, and, theret, render him spiritual ; 
ructing film by imparting spiritual relish for 
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those things. 
discerned. 
Secondly : Though holiness Misiscegry ascribed. in the 
scriptures, to a spiritoal ee of the trath, “yet that spi- 
ritual perception itself, in the first instance, inca to the 
influence ef the Holy $ Spirit upon the heart. ‘The Lerd. OPEN- 
ED THE neant of Lytia and she attended to the things which 
were spoken of Paut.—God, who commanded the light to shine 
out of darkness, HATH SHINED IN OUR HEARTS, TO GIVE ihe 
light al knowl ge of the glory of Gd, in the face of 
Jesus: ‘Arist. —The anointing whch ye have received of him; 
abideth in you ; und yo need not that any man teach you: but, 


sas SPIRIIUALLY 


as fhe same ANCINTING JIACHETH You of all Uings.—Ye have 
an unction from the Hoty One, and ye know all things.* 
“Finally : Every thing which proves that spiritual blindness 
and unbelief have their origin in the depravity of the heart, 
proves that, whatever may be said of particular volitions be~ 
ing caused by ideas received into the mind, original biases 
itre not so:f und every thing which proves spiritual percep- 


# Acts xvi. 14. 2 Cor. iv 6.1 John ii, 27.20, 

t President Edwards (than whom ne man will be allowed to have possess- 
ed a clearer insightante these difficult subjects) speaks with at caution 
an the will being determined by the understanding. He denies that 1b 18 
ao, if by the understanding be meant what is called reason or judgment ; 
and only allows it ‘‘is a large sense, as meluding the whoie faculties of 
perception or apprehension.’ And, even wher. taken in this large sense, 
he rather chooses to say, |hat ‘The will always es as che greatest apparent 
Rood, or as what appears mort ogreeubde, is, than te say that the will is 
determaned by the greatest apparent yood, or by what seems most agreeable ; 
~ because an appearing most agreeable, or pleasing to the mind, and ns 
‘mind’s preferring and choosing, seems hardly to be properly and perfectly 
distinct.” * Thas also he writes im his Zreatise on the Affections. ~** Spi- 
ritual understanding copsists, primarily, in@ sense of heart ot sprritual 
beauty. | sa¥ ina seuse of heart, for it 1s not speculation merely that is 
soncerned in this kind of understanding ; vor can there be a clear distines 
ion made between the two facuities of understanding and will, as asting 
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tion and fiith to be holy. exercises, proves that a Bes of heart 
pile of. necessity, prece le them; as “no holy exercise can 
have place while the heart is. under the dominivo of anit 
And whether these principles have not been sufficiently, proved 
in the foregoing pages, the reader must determi e 

It is thus, | apprehend, that God reveals _... tous by 
his Spirit, in order to our Gee eraine and believing it : Blessed 
art thou, Simon-Barjona : flesh and biood hath not REVEALED 
these ihtugs unto thee, but my Father who is in heaven.— 
Thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, and 
REVEALED th: m unto babes — Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, 
neither have entered into the heure of man, (that is, into the 
heart of the wordly man,) the things which Gud hath pre- 
pared for them that love him: but God hath Reveatep them 
anto us by his Spirit ; for the Spitit searchetk all hinge. yea 
the deep things of Gd. Now we have recewed jot the spirit: 
of the world, BUT THE SPIRIT WHICH Is or Gop, THAT we 


MIGHT KNOW THE. THINGS THAT ARE FREELY GIVEN TO US OF 4 


Gop, Which things also we (as mimisters) «peak, mt in the 
words that man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirrs 


distinctly and separately in this matter. \Whon the ailad is se isibie of the 
sweet beauty and amiableness of a thing, taat implies a seasibleness of 
sweetness and delight in the presence of the idea of it; and this sensible- 
ness of the amiabieness or delightfulness of beauty, carriesin the nature of 
it the sense of the heart; or an effect and unpres:ou the soul is the sube 
ject of, asa substance possessed of taste, inclinat on, and will.’’ 

‘There 18a distinction io be made between a mere noltonal understand: 
ing, wherein the mind ouly beholds things 1 the exercise of a speculative 
faculty ; aud the sense of the heart, wherein the m ud does not only epee 
ulate and behold, but relishes and feels, That -ort of knowledze, by 
which a man has a sens ble perception of amiablene s and loathsomenese, 
or of sweetness and nauseousuess, is not just the sime sort of knowledge 
with that, by which he knows what a triangle is, and what a square is, 
The one is mere speculative knowledge; the other, -ensible knowledge, 
in which more than the mere intellect 1s concerned, the heart is the proper 
subject of it, or the soul, as a being that not only beholds, but bas inv lina- 
tion, and is pleased or displeased. And yet there isthe nature of instruc- 
tion in it; as he that hath perceived the sweet taste of honey, kuows much 
more about it, than he who has only looked upon and feit, 1t.’’* 


“ Pages 227, 428. Fanrth Bditior 
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mith spiritual, But the 
of the Spirit of God : for 
they are foolishness 1 to him ; ae sae know them, be- 
cause they age SEIT PALA “OT DISCE RNED. his révelation from 
- above comets no new truths, a arts a holy sus- 
~ ceptibility of s spirit, a spirit which is of Go 1, (and which stands 
opposed to the spirit of the world) by which those truths that 


were already revealed in the scriptures, but which were hid. 


from us by our pride and hardness of heart, ; manifest. 
Thus faith is the gift of God. Believing itself, I should think, 
cannot with propriety, be termed a gift ; but he gives us 
that from which it immediately follows; namely, a@ heart to 
know kim, a heart to perceive, und eyes to see, and ears to 
hear.* x5 
_ I see nothing inconsistent between this statement of things, 
and that of James and Peter. We are as properly said to be 
born again by the word by God, as we are said to be born in- 


* to the world by means. of our parents ; yet as, in this case, the 
instrumentality of man was consistent with the inspiration of 


him who quickeneth all things, and who, by an immediate, 
though mysterious operation of his hand, gave us life; so I 
conceive it is in the other. . The term regeneration, in the sa- 
ered writings, is not always used in that strict sense in which 
we use it in theological discussion. Like almost every other 
term, it is sometimes used in a more strict, and sometimes in 
a more general sense. Thus repentance is sometimes distin- 
guished from faith: at other times, it comprehends the whole 
of that which is necessary to forgiveness, and must, therefore, 
comprehend believing. And thus regeneration is sometimes 
expressive of that operation in which the soul, is passive; and, 
in this sense, stands distinguished from conversion, or actual 
turning to God by Jesus Christ. At other. times, it includes 
not only the first impartation of spiritual life, but the whole of 
thai change which denominates us’ Christians, or by which we 
are brought as into. a new moral world. When the term is 
introduced as a cause of faith, or as that of which believing in 
Jesus is a proof, (as it is in John i, 12, 13. and 1 John v. 1.) 
we may be certain it stands distinguished from it: but when 


*Jer, xxiv. 7. Deut, xxix. 4. 
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the same things are ascribed to it, which peculiarly pertain to 
faith, we may be equally certain that it includes it. Thus we 
read of the washing of regeneration and the renewing of the 
Holy Ghost, which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ 
our Saviour ; THAT BEING JUSTIFIED by his grace, we should be 
made heirs according to the hope of eternal life.* \f regenera= 
tion did not here include faith in Jesus Christ, it would not, I 
conceive, stand connected, as it does, with justification, which is 
peculiarly ascribed to faith. 

Regeneration, taken in this large sense of the term, is undoubt- 
edly by the word of God. It is by means of this, that a sinner 
is first convinced of sin, and by this, as exhibiting mercy through 
Jesus Christ, is kept from despair. It is by this only that he 
can become acquainted with the character of the being he has 
offended, the nature and demerit of sin, and the way in which he 
must be saved from it. These important. truths, viewed with 
the eye ofan enlightened conscience, frequently produce great 
effects upon the soul, even previously to its yielding itself up to 
Christ. And the impartation of spiritual life, or a susceptibility 
of heart to receive the truth, may generally, if not always, ac- 
company the representation of truth to the mind, It was while 
Paul was speaking, that the Lord opened the heart of Lydia. 
It is also allowed, that when the word is received into the soul, 
and finds place there, it worketh effectually, and becomes a prin- 
ciple of holy action, a well of water springing up to everlasting 
life. All! contend for is, That <t 1s not by means of a spiritual 
perception, or belief of the gospel, that the heart is, for the first 
time, effectually influenced towards God ; for spiritual perception 
and belief are represented as the effects, and not the causes of 
such influence. 

A spiritual perception of the glory of divine things ap- 


‘pears to be the first sensation of which the mind is conscious ; 


but it is not the first operation of God upon it. Spiritual per- 
ception is that which the scriptures call aicéjois, gudgment, or 
sense, or the judgment arising from holy sensibility.{ It. is 
that in spiritual things, which a delicate sense of propriety is 
in natural things ; in whieh the mind judges, as it were, In- 


* Titus in. 5—7, Fe Phils 1.:9° 
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It is by this wnction 
a 2 glory of the divine 
i; ae the lovely fitness of the Saviour ; 


properly known by i. intellect, any 


inna olna Tal ing of wh 


from the Holy One, 


more than the sweetness of honey, or the rness of worm- 
wood, can be ascert ed by the sight of the eye. Nor can one 
be perceived, but in connexion withthe other. Withont a sense 


- of the glory of the object offended, it is impossible to have any 


just. perception of the evil nature of the offence ; : nd without a 
sense of the evil gtithe offence, it is equally impossible to discern 
ee nec or the fitness of a Saviour : but, with such 
nse of thin ; an naturally, and perhaps instantaneously, 
follows the fer. Hence arise the exercises of repentance 
towards God and faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ ; and in 
the order in which the scriptures represent them. 
~ Much has been said of this statement of things, as involving 
the absurdity of a godly unbeliever. Scripture declaratrons and 
promises, expressive of the safety of the regenerate, have been 
urged, and a conclusion drawn, that, if regeneration precede be- 
lieving, men may be in a safe state without coming to Christ.* 
It will be allowed, I suppose, that spiritual perception necessarily 
precedes believing ; or that seeing the Son goes before believing 


in him ; also, that a belief of the doctrine of Christ precedes our 


coming to him for life, as much so as believing that God is, and is 
a rewarder of them that diligently seek him, precedes coming to 
him. But it were as easy to produce a namber of declarations and 
promises which express the safety of those who know Christ, and 
believe his doctrine, as of those who are regenerate: and it might, 
with equal propriety, be said, There is but little, if any occasion 
for those who know Christ, to believe in bim; or for those 
who believe his doctrine, to come to him for eternal life, see- 


ing they are already in a state of salvation. The truth ap-, 


pears to be these things are inseparable ; and when promises 
are made to one, it is as connected with the other. The pri- 
ority contended for is rather in order of nature, than of time ; 
or,ifit be the latter, it may be owing to the disadvantages un- 


* Mr. Booth’s Glad Tidings, &c. pp. 176, 180. 
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der which the party may 


standing the gospel. . No sooner is art turned towards 


Christ, than Christ is embraced. s necessary that the evil 
humours of a jaundiced eye Should be removed, before we 
can see things A: are ; but no soon are they removed, 

than we see. And if there be a fe eg of time, owing 
to the want of opportunity of knowing the truth ; yet, where a 
person embraces Christ, so far as he has the means of knowing 
him he is, tn effect, a believer. The Bereans received the word 
Forth all readin ss of mind, and searched the scriptures daily, 
whether these things were so: therefore, it is many of them 
believed. And had they died, while engaged in this noble pur- 


_ suit, they would not have been treated as unbelievers. This prin-» 


ciple, therefore, does not involve the absurdity of a godly unbe- 
liever. But, if its opposite be true, the absurdity of an ungodly 
behever must, undoubtedly, be admitted. Indeed, those who 
plead for it avow this consequence : for, though they allow that 
none but believers are justified ; yet they contend, that, at the 
time of justification, the party is absolutely, and in every sense, 
ungodly ; thatvis, he is, at the same instant, both a believer and 
an enemy of God ! 


{ shall conclude, with a reflection or two on the consequences: 


of the principle {| oppose, with respect to addressing the un- 
converted : 

First : If the necessity of repentance in order to forgiveness 
begiven up, we shall not be in the practice of urging it on the un- 
converted. We shall imagine it will be leading souls astray, to 
press it before, and in order to believing ; and afterwards, it will 
be thought unnecessary ; as all that is wanted will come of itself. 
Thus it will, in effect, be left out of our ministry ; but whether, 
in this case, we can acquit ourselves of having deserted the ex- 
amples, and, of course, the doctrine, of John the Baptist, Christ, 
and his apostles, deserves our serious consideration. 

Secondly : For the same reason that we give up the necessity 
of repentance in order to forgiveness. we may give up all ex- 
hortations to things spiritually good, as means of salvation. — 

Instead of uniting with the sacred writers in calling upon 
the wicked to forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his 
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thoughts, and to. ee to the | 


that he may have mercy 


- upon him ; we si ider “it 2 a8 tending to make them Phar- 


isees. Indeed, Mr seems prepared for this consequence. 
If I understand him, he does not approve of unconverted sinners 


_being exhorted to an thing spiritually good, any otherwise than 


as holding up to th n the language of the law, for convincing 
them of sin. It is thus he answers the question, ‘“‘ Are unbe- 
lievers to be exhorted to obedience to God’s commandments ?”” 
referring us to the answer of our Lord to the young ruler, which 
directed him to keep the commandments, if he would enter into 
- It is easy to perceive that his scheme requires this con- 
struction of the exhortations of the Bible : for, if he allow that 


_ ‘sinners are called to the exercise of any thing spiritually good, 


in order to their partaking of spiritual blessings, he must give 
up his favourite notion of God’s justifying men while in a state 
of enmity against him. True it is, that all duty, in some sort, 


belongs to the law : considering it as the eternal standard of 


right and wrong, it requires the heart in every medification. 
repentance, faith, and all holy exercises of the mind, are, in this 
sense, required by it. But, as a covenant of life, it does not 
admit of repentance, and much less hold up the promise of 
forgiveness. When God says, Repent, and turn yourselves 


from all your transgressions, so iniquity shall not be your ruin, 


this is not the language of the law as a covenant of life. Mr. 
M‘L. tells us, in the same page, that ‘* There is no promise 
of life to the doing of any good thing, except all the com- 
mandments be kept.” How then can the law, as a covenant 
of life, so much as admit of repentance, and much less hold 
up a hope that, in case of it, iniquity shall not be‘our ruin ? 
The scriptures exhort on this wise: Incline your ear, and 
come unto me: hear, and your soul shall live: and.I will 
make an everlasting covenant with you, even the sure mercies 
of David.—Seek ye the Lord while he may be found : call ye 
upon him while he is near: let the wicked forsake his way, and 
the unrighteous man his thoughts: and let him return unto 
the Lord, and he will have mercy upon him; and to our Ged, 


for he will abundantly pardon.—Labour not for the meat that 


Simple Truth, p. 21, Second Edition. 
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pee: but for that Picks endureth unto everlasting lyfe. 


- —Come unto. me, all yet “that labour and are heavy laden, and I 
will give you rest. Take my yoke ‘upon you, and learn of me, 


and ye shall find rest unto your souls. Is this the mere language 
of the law, and designed to suggest what they must do, if they 
would be justified by the works of it? 

It should seem that, if Mr. M‘L. was calied to visit a dying 
sinner, he would be careful not to use any such language as 
this ; or, if he did, it must be ironically, teaching him what 
he must doy on his own self-justifying principles, to gain eter- 
nal life. If he be serious, he has only to state to him what 
Christ has done upon the cross, and as-ure him that, if he 
believes it, he is happy. ar be it from me, that I should dis- 
approve of an exhibition of the Saviour, as the only founda- 
tion of hope to a dying sinner, or plead for such directions as 
fall short of believing in him. In both these particulars I am 
persuaded Mr. M‘L. is in the right; and that all those coun- 
sels to sinners, which’ are adapted only to turn their attention 
to the workings of their own hearts, to their prayers, or to their 
tears, and not to the blood of the cross, are delusive and dan- 
gerous. But does it follow, that they are to be exhorted to 
nothing spiritually good, unless it be for their conviction ? 
Mr. M‘L. to be consistent, must not seriously exhort a sinner 
to come off from those refuges of lies, to renounce all depend- 
ence on his prayers and tears, and to rely upon Christ alone, 
as necessary to justification, lest he make him a pharisee: for 
this would be the same thing as exhorting him to humble hime 
self, and subinit himself to the righteousness of God; exer 
cises in which the mind is active, and which are spiritually 
good. 

Why should we be wise above what is written? why scru- 
ple to address such a character in the language of inspiration : 
Let the wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his 
thoughts: and let him return to the Lord, and he will have 
mercy upon him ; and to our God, for te will abundantly par- 
don. The sacred writers warn and exhort, as well as teach. 
While they exhibit the Saviour, they expostulate, entreat, and 
persuade men to embrace him with all their hearts : and this, 
without any apparent apprehensions of undermining the doctrine 
of free justification. 


Vor, I. X 


‘el id s ~ 5 
a ae me ¢ 


ic2. THE GOSPEL WORTHY, &c. [APPENDIX. — 


If it must be said, thet oxcreidedimeelamed in the foregoing ex- 
~hortations imply faith; 1 grant it. Without faith in Christ, 

neither repentance, nor any e spiritual exercise, would be 
followed with forgiveness. Those who seek the Lord, must be 
exhorted to seek him in the way in which he is to be found; 
those that call upon him, must do so in the name of Jesus; the 
way and thoughts to be forsaken respect not merely a course of 
outward crimes, but the self-righteous schemes of the heart ; 
and returning to the Lord is nothing less than returning home to 
God by Jesus Christ. But this does not prove that the exhorta- 
tion, unless it be to teach them what they must do to be justified 
by a covenant of works, is improperly addressed to the uncon- 
verted. It is manifestly intended for no such purpose, but as a 
direction to obtain salvation. 

The scriptures sometimes give directions as to the way of 
our obtaining the remission of sins, and acceptance with God ; 
and sometimes of being saved in general, or of obtaining ever- 
lasting life; and we ought to give the same. If they direct us - 
to seek for pardon, it is by repentance ;* if for justification, it is 
by believing ;{ and if for eternal salvation, it is by a life of evan- 
gelical obedience ;{ When they speak of pardon, justification 
is supposed ;§ and when they exhort to repentance in order to it, 
believing in the name of Jesus is supposed.|| On the other hand, 
when they speak of justification, they include forgiveness ;1 
apd when they exhort to believing in order to it, it is to such a 
believing as comprehends repentance. ** 

Many of these directions, on the principle I oppose, must be 
omitted; but if they be, some of the most essential branches of 
the Christian ministry will be neglected. 


pa 


* Isa. lv. 6, 7. Acts vali, 22. t Acts xiii, 39. Rom. iv. 4, 5. ix, 32. 
{ Rom. u. 7. Heb. xi. 14 § Psa. xxxil. 1,2. compared with Rom. iv. 
6, 7. || Luke xy. 4.7. Acts xiii. 38. Ephes. i. 7. Col. i. 14. 
I Rom. iv. 6, 7. ** Mark i. 15. | Matt, xxi. 32, Acts xvi. 31, com- 
pared with xx, 21. | Luke xiii. 3, 
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While ye have light, believe in the light, that ye may be the children 
of light. 

By grace are ye saved, through faith; and that not of yourselves: it 
is the gift of God. Paurs 
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PREFACE 
TO THE FIRST EDITION 


1787. 


‘Tue prevalence of truth and righteousness is, doubtless, aa 
object of great importance ; nor is the former any less neces- 
sary to the latter, than both are to the interests of mankind. 
If controversy is of any use, it is because it tends to bring truth 
to light. It too often unhappily falls out, however, that the 
parties themselves are not the first who are convinced by each 
other’s reasonings : but on the contrary, are as far, and per- 
haps further, asunder, when they teave off, than when they be- 
gan: this is not very difficult to be accounted for, though it is 
much to be lamented. Perhaps there are very few contro- 
versies, wherein there is not room for mutual concessions. 
The backwardness so generally discovered to this by writers, 
and the determination that too commonly appears on both 
sides to maintain, at all events, their own principles, have given 
much disgust to many readers, and made them almost neauly to 
despair of edification by reading controversy. 

But, though it must be granted that such conduct affords 
a just ground of disgust towards a writer, yet there is not the 
same reason for being disgusted with controversial writing. 
Whatever be the prejudices of the parties, and their rigid ad- 
herence to their own opinions ; if a controversy is carried on 
with any good degree of judgment, truth is likely to come out 
between them ; and what avails it on whose side it is found, 
if itis but found ? The obstinacy of the writers is a sin; but 
it is a sin that belongs to themselves : the reader may get 


* 
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good, notwithstanding this, sufficient to repay him for all his 
trouble. . 

For my own part, I never imagined myself infallible. I all 
along thought that, though at the time, I could see no mis- 
takes in the piece I had written; (if 1 had, I should certainly 
have corrected them ;) yet, no doubt, other people, who would 
look at it with different eyes from mine, would discern some ; 
and I trust it has been my desire to lie open to instruction from 
every quarter. It would be the shame and folly of any man, es- 
pecially of one of my years, to act otherwise. 

I will not pretend to be free from that spirit which a be- 
sets a person engaged in controversy : but thus much I can 
say, I have endeavoured to read each of my opponents witha 
view to conviction ; and it becomes me to acknowledge, that 1 
have not been altogether disappointed. ‘There are some pas- 
sages, which, if I had the piece to write over again, I should ex- 
punge, and others which I should alter : I should endeavour, in 
some places, to be more explicit, and, in others, more upon my 
guard against every appearance of unkind reflection.* There 
are also some lesser matters, which I shall acknowledge in their 
place. Justice requires me to say thus much: but, as to the 
main sentiment endeavoured to be established, notwithstanding 
what has been written, I must say, it appears to me unshaken. 
If, in my judgment, that had been overthrown, the attention of 
the reader should not have been called upon by the present re- 
ply. 
In the publications of both my opponents,} I see different 
degrees of merit; and for each of their persons and charac- 


. 


* In a second edition of the publication to which Mr, F. refers, these 
alterations were made; from which corrected edition, the piece, as it ap- 
pears in the present volume, is printed. 3 En. 

+ * Both your opponents—but why not*reply to Dr. WirHers?? Be- 
cause his letter appears, to me, to contain nothing like an answer to 
that against which it is written. The utmost I can gather, that looks 
any thing like evidence, may be summed up in a yery small compass. 
‘¢'There can be no duty,” it is said, ‘* without a voluntary compact. If 
a compact with God cannot be found on holy record—if it be evident 
that man is destitute of the powers essential to the existence of such a 
compact, it cannot be his duty to believe.”’ (pp. 21, 26.) It might have 
been added, with equal propriety,~-nor to do any thing else which is en- 
jote ad him. But, I would ask, to whom are we unprofitable servants, as 
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ters I feel a most sincere regard. I, doubtless, think them 
both beside the truth; and, I suppose, they may think the 


doing no more than our Dury? To men, with whom we make compacts, or 

to God? If Dr. W.’s reasoning be just, it is not the duty of children to be 

subject to their parents. 

» Again: Men are not all bound to have an equal “ number of ideas, to be- 

Neve without evidence, examination, or beyond their natural capacities.’’ 

(pp. 40. 59. 73—76.) This is very true; neither is there any thing in the 
- treatise which Dr. W. has opposed, that asserts the contrary. — 

I had said, If men are not obliged to approve of what God reveals, they 
may be right in disapproving it. Much is said to expose this to ridicule. 
It is said to be “either an identical proposition, or such an arbitrary com- 
bination of words, as, it seems, will prove any thing.” (pp. 85, 86.) It is 
not the first, unless a negative and a positive idea are necessarily the same, 
Christ declared, saying, He that is not with me is against me. This is as 
much an identical proposition as that in question, and might be treated in 
the same manner. If there is any mistake in the argument, it must lie in 
my taking it for granted, upon Christ’s testimony, just quoted, that, though 
there is an evident difference between a negative and a positive idea, yet, 
in this case, the difference is not such as to admit a possibility of a medium. 
Every one knows there are cases in which a medium between ideas of that 
description may have place ; as*between my “not watching my neighbour’s 
house, and breaking it open.’’ In that case, it isnot my duty to do either: 
but, unless such a medium could be affirmed between not-approving and 
dis-approving of what God reveals, the argument still retains its force, and 
the syllogistical parade must appear to be only a play of words. 

Dr. W. had given us reason to expect something very considerable 
against the distinction of natural and moral inability ; but what does it all 
amount to? Why, ability, or inability is not, strictly speaking, predicable 
of the will, but of the man. (pp. 89, 90.) I have looked over what I have 
written on that subject, and cannot find that I have any where predicated 
inability of the will, but of the man, through the perversion of his will. 
Be that, however as it may, Dr. W.’s reasoning is of no force, An idle 
servant is enjoined a piece of labour: he replies, | cannot do it; he is told 
his inability lies in his will; he turns metaphysician, and gravely assures 
his master that inability is not predicable of the will, but of the man; and, 
therefore, insists upon it that he is blameless! ' 

lf Dr. W. means no more than this, that when the terms ability and ina- 
bility are applied to the volitions of the mind they are not used in a literal, 
but in a figurative sense, I do not know any person that will dispute 
what he says. At the same time, it ought to be observed, that these 
terms are applied to what depends upon the volitions of the mind, 
though it be in a figurative sense; and that, both in scripture and in com~- 
mon life. It is as common to say ofa person of a very covetous temper, 
that he is incapable of a generous action, as it is to say of a person who has_ 
lost the use of his faculties, he is incapable of acting at all. And thus the 
scriptures apply the terms, It is expressly said of Joseph’s brethren, 
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same of me. I desire to feel every degree of candour towards 
all that differ from me, which a person ought to feel towards 


that they could not speak peaceably to him, as it is said of Zacharias, that 
he was dumb, and could not speak to the people when he came out of 
the temple. 

The ideas, in these cases, are really and essentially distinct; and so long 
as they continue to be expressed, both in scripture and ia common conver- 
sation, by the same word; if we would understand what we speak or 
write, a distinction concerning the nature of inability, amounting to what 
is usually meant by natural and moral, becomes absolutely necessary. 

Dr. W., instead of overthrowing this sentiment, has undesignedly con- 
firmed it; for though he can excuse a want of love te God; yet, if any 
thing is directed against hims Yf, the case is altered. Uur Lord speaking 
of the Pharisees, and their blasphemous reproaches against him, says, 
‘t How can ye, being evil, speak good things?’’ Now, according to the 
theory of this writer, such an inability must sufficiently excuse them. But 
if a Pharisee speak evil of him, he is grievously provoked. Who these 
Pharisees are, and what they have said of Dr. W. I know not. I only ask, 
Is it not a pity but his philanthropy could excuse those who reproach Aim, 
as well as those who dishonour God ? 

Philanthropy* is, doubtless, an amiable temper of mind, when regulated 
by rules of righteousness ; but there is a sort of love which the language of 
inspiration deems hatred. If] were, merely asa member of civil society, 
to visit a number of convicts under a righteous sentence of death; and if, 
instead of persuading them of the goodness of the laws which they had 
violated, of the great evil of their conduct, and of the equity of their pua- 
ishment, and conjuring them to justify their country, and sue for mercy ;— 
if, I say, instead of this, 1 should go about to palliate their crimes, and as- 
sure them, that the governor by whose laws they were condemned was the 
author of all their misfortunes ; that, though I believed some of them, at 
least, must certainly suffer, yet, | must acknowledge, I could see no justice 
in the affair, there being no proportion between the punishment and the 
crime; I might call myself the friend of mankind, and give what flattering 
titles I pleased to what I had been doing: but impartial spectators would 
deem me an enemy to truth agg righteousness, an enemy to my country, 
yea, an enemy to the very persons whose cause I espoused. 

But with the principles of Dr. W. | have no concern. There is no rea- 
son to hope they are too undisguised to gain credit with serious minds. I 
am under no obligation to refute them; none, however, at present. Before 
the sentiments of any writer are entitled to a refutation, it is requisite that 
he pay some regard, at least, to sobriety and truth. 

Whether Dr. W. can acquit himself of wilful and known falsehood, I can- 
not tell; but this I know, he has, in very many instances, imputed senti- 
ments to me of which I never thought, and sentences which never proceeded 


* * Alluding to the title of his hook, 
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those whom he believes to be mistaken; and this, I think, 
should go to such a length as to entertain the most sincere 


from my pen. The former might be imputed to mistake; and if there had. 
been only an instance or two of the latter, charity might have overlooked 
them ; but the number of gross misrepresentations is auch as admits of no 
such construction. 

Not to- mention his exclamations of ‘¢ punishment without guilt’’—of 
‘‘unmerited damnation,” (pp. 6, 7.) (which seem to be his own sentiments 
rather than mine ; as he believes, if | understand him, that men and devils 
will be eternally punished for that of which God is the author ;) (pp. 176. 
with 50. 55.) not to mention these, I say, what could he think of himself, i in 
taking such freedoms asthe following? ‘You draw, 1 know not what con: 
clusions concerning faith. As though a generation of vipers had been per- 
fectly holy, if the fulness of time had not given Jesus to his people.’’ (pp. 
177, 178.)—* What combinations of deformity and weakness occur in many 
pious attempts to spiritwalise, AS You PHRASE IT, the works of nature.’’ (p. 
63.)—“ To assert it to be the puTy. of all to believe that they are of the fold 
of the heavenly Shepherd, is an impious absurdity.’? (p. 95. Note.)— 
‘¢ When you inform us, that it is the duty of every man to believe that HE 
as of the remnant of salvation, you are certainly mistaken.” (p. 151.)— 
“ Tremendous deformity of thought! To PERISH IF WE DO BELIEVE A 
LIZ, TOBE DAMNED IF WE DO NOT BELIEVE 1T!!!’? (p. 153,)—** God 
cannot, you say, love any but his chosen, nor can omnipotence itself make 
any but his chosen love him.’’ (p. 97.)—‘ You say, that omnipotence 
itself cannot make a man choose and delight in God.’ (p. 81.) 

I should be glad to be informed in what pages aud in what lines, the 
above passages are to be found, and what authority Dr. W. had for these 
imputations. 

In the last instance, it is true, he has referred us to the page; and there 
are some of the words, but nothing of the meaning to be found in page 181 of 
my treatise.* What is there said is, that ‘‘Omnipotence itself cannot 
make THE FLESH choose and delight in God .”’ and what is there meant 
by the term jlesh, is sufficiently plain from page 182. 

It is possible, this gentleman may exclaim, and multiply words, and pre- 
tend to infer the above passages from what I have advanced. I do not be- 
lieve that any one of them may be fairly inferred from any thing [ have 
written. But, suppose he thinks they can; in order to acquit himself of 
falsehood, it is not enough, that, in his opinion, they may be inferred from 
whatI have said; they must be proved, the chief of them, to be my worDs, 
and, all of them my SENTIMENTS; and the places where they are to be 
found, particularly specified. Any thing short of this wil] amount to an 
acknowledgment of the charge, and will require no further notice in a 
way of reply. 


* The references to Mr. Fuller’s Gospel Worthy of all Acceptation, &c» are made to the — 
First Hdition. In the Second Edition, [from which this is printed,] several passages were 
altered, and some omitted; it is therefore impossible, generally, to refer the reader to 
the proper pages in this volume. ED, 
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good will towards their persons, and to put the most favourable 
construction that can in justice be put upon their supposed mis- 
takes. But, after all, I believe truth to be important ; and, so 
long as I consider the belief of it to be every person’s duty ac- 
cording to his natural capacities and opportunities to understand 
it, I cannot subscribe to the innocence of error. God is the 
governor of the mind, as well as of the actions. He governs 
the former by rule, as well as the latter ; and all deviations from 
that rule must arise either from its not being sufficiently level 
to our capacities, or from imattention or prejudice, or some 
other criminal cause. 

Tam far from richie any case, to impute blame to an= 
other, further than I am willing, on a similar supposition, to 
take it to myself. Iam liable to err, as well as others; but 
then I apprehend, so far as I do err, that it is owing to a want 
of diligence or impartiality, or to some such cause ; which God 
forbid that I should ever vindicate, by pronouncing it inno- 
cent! = 

If] am in error in the sentiments here defended, it will be 
the part of candour in my opponents to allow that I sincerely be- 
lieve what I write ; but it would be a spurious kind of candour 
to acquit me of all blame in the affair. If I have erred, either 
God has not sufficiently revealed the thing in question, so as 
to make it level with my capacity; or else, I have not search- 
ed after truth with that earnestness and impartiality which 
T ought. 
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INTRODUCTON.—GENERAL REMARKS, &c. 


Wuewn the former treatise was published, I did not flatter 
myself with the thought of its meeting with no opposition. 
The sentiments there maintained I knew to be different from 
those of many whose characters I sincerely respected. I also 
knew that they had an equal right to examine as | had to ad- 
vance. Any person, therefore, who might think me mista- 
ken, and should be so disposed, was there invited to point out 
my mistakes; with the addition of only this single caution— 
that he would not only call them mistakes, but prove them 
such. 

Mr. Button has accepted the invitation. He had a right to 
do so. He has “attempted,” he says, “not barely to call 
the sentiments he opposes by the name of mistakes; but to 
prove them such, by solid, scriptural evidence.” I have no 
objection to his attempt; but I do not think he has succeeded 
in it. The leading sentiments in the former treatise, which 
are charged as “ mistakes,” still appear, to me, in the light 
of scriptural and important truths. In defending them against 
Mr. B.’s exceptions, [ hope I shall give him no just cause of 
offence. I am sure it is my desire to avoid every thing of a 
personal nature; and to attend simply to the inquiry, ‘ what 
is truth? Before we enter upon the subject, however, it will 
be proper to notice some other things. Although, in writing 
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the pamphlet on which Mr. B. has animadverted, it. was my 
study to avoid wounding the character, or misrepresenting 
the sentiments of any one, whether dead or living ; yet, if any 
thing therein be capable of such a construction, it becomes 
me to explain or retract it. Accordingly, I freely acknow- 
ledge, that the passage alluded to in the preface, (p. vii.) if 
applied to the body of those from whom I differ, ‘is too se- 
vere. 1 am happy to say, 1 consider neither Mr. B. on the 
one hand, nor Philanthropos, on the other,* (whatever be the 
tendency of their principles, if pursued in their consequences,) 
as deserving that censure. I did not mean it indiscriminately 
of all whose sentiments I opposed; and I suppose the world, 
by this time, does not want evidence that it is true of some of 
them. es 

While truth and justice require the above acknowledgment, 
there are several other charges to which they equally oblige 
me to plead, Not guilty. I am accused (p. 4.) of having 
made a personal attack upon Mr. Brine ; but, I conceive, with- 
out any reason. Ido not think | remembered, at the time of 
writing, that Mr. Brine had used such a mode of expression : 
nor are they the express words of my author, though it is a 
manner of speaking which has been too frequently used. How- 
ever, suppose I had it in my recoliection, and purposely omit- 
ted the mentioning of any name ; surely, a censure passed upon 
a certain mode of speaking, though exemplified nearly in the 
words of some one author, is yet far enough off from a personal 
attack : and I should suppose the omission of the name would 
render it still further. 

Ought I to be accountable for it, if any persons have said, 
that ‘this book will cure some of their Gillism and Brine- 
ism ?”’ (Preface, p. v.) 1 havea high opinion of the, re- 
spectable characters alluded to. At the same time, the suc- 
cessors of these worthy men ought not to set them up as the 
standards of orthodoxy. In some things, they differed from 

_ one another ; and, on this subject, from almost all who had 
gone before them, from hundreds of men whom they loved, 
and whom they knew to be their equals in piety and respecta- 
bility. Yea, in some parts of this controversy they took 


* Philanthropos also complained of this passage, p. 9. 
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different grounds. ‘Though Mr. Brine maintained the argu- 
ment from Adam’s incapacity to believe, yet Dr. Gill, when 
contending with the Arminians, gave it up.* But they were 
great and upright men, and thought for themselves ; and it is to 
be hoped that others may do the same. 

Mr. B. blames me for desiring people to read my book. (p. 
6.) I only desired they would read it before they condemned it. 
And what law is that which will condemn a man before it hears 
him? 

I am accused (p. 103) of seeming to avail myself of the 
numbers I have on my side; but whoever reads p. 178 of my 
treatise will perceive that I there found my argument not upon 
the number of those who have been on my side, but upon the 
great works which God has wrought by them. These all went 

forth in the use of ‘ precepts, prohibitions, and promises ;°* 
which the author of the Further Inquiry, whom I was there 
opposing, represents as irreconcileable with the covenant of 
grace. 

Truth obliges me to repeat what I asserted, in p. 109, that 
the main objections against us originated with Arminius, or 
his followers. But I do not thereby insinuate, as Mr. B. (p. 
75.) says Ido, ‘‘ that all who oppose my ideas of faith are Ar- 
minians.” 

I speak with the greatest sincerity, when I say I have a high 
esteem for Mr. B. and many others of his sentiments. . I do not 
account them as adversaries, but as brethren in Christ, as fel- 
low-labourers in the gospel; “and could rejoice (as was said 
before) to spend my days in cordial friendship with them.” 
The most cordial friendship, however, does not require us to 
suppress what we believe to be a part of our sacred commis- 
sion. but rather to endeavour to speak the truth in love. 

Having said thus much in my own defence, I shall now pro- 
ceed to make a few general remarks upon Mr, B.’s publica- 
tion. 

In the first place, [ think it cannot fairly be called an answer 
to my treatise, were there no other reason than that, although 
something is said concerning most of the leading topics in dis- 
pute, yet the main arguments under those topics are frequently 


* Cause of God and Truth, Part IIE. Chap. IIL. 6 6. 


i76 REPLY TO [Szen. I, 


left unnoticed. This will appear to any person who will inspect 
the contents of both performances, and compare what each has 
advanced under every topic. 
ther: Mr. B: has taken great pains to prove a number 

of things which I never thought of denying. Thus he labours 
to convince us that faith is the gift of God, the effect of spiritual 
illumination ; that the apostle, in 2 Thes. ii. 13. meant such a 
faith as is connected with sanctification of the Spirit; (p. 12.) 
that God has decreed only to punish for sin, for the breach of 
his commands ; (p. 88.) that Christ’s obedience was gloriously 
superior to that of Adam; (p. 78.) that human depravity shall 
not prove an absolute bar to an elect soul’s believing; (p. 60.) 
that supreme love to God would not lead a heathen to embrace 
Christ in any sense, because Christ is not revealed even in an 
external manner. (p. 85.) Since my sentiments are the same as 
Mr. B.’s, respecting these things, his labour in proving them 
seems to me to be lost. 

The far greater part of Mr. B.’s quotations I heartily approve. 
They are in no wise contradictory to what I have advanced. 
Many others, particularly from Dr. Owen, which seem to be 
contrary, would be found otherwise, if the connexion and scope 
were consulted. But it is easy to foresee, that a particular dis- 
cussion of this kind would lead off from the point in hand, and 
spin out the controversy to an unnecessary length. I shall, 
therefore, treat all that is said as if it were Mr. B.’s own, and 
no further attend to any quotations, than as they contain argu- 
ment which requires to be considered.* 


* T ought to observe, that, although Calvin, Perkins, Goodwin, Owen, 
Charnock, Bunyan, M‘Lauren, and others, are amongst the number of 
Mr. B.’s authorities, they are all decidedly against him in the main point 
in debate, Indeed, I believe, no writer of eminence can be named, before 
the present century, who denied it to be the duty of men in general to be- 
lieve in the Lord Jesus Christ for the salvation of their souls. 

I think Mr. Hussey was the first person who, by the general tenor of 
his writings, laid the foundation for this sentiment. And yet even Mr. 
Hussey did not, that I recollect, expressly avow it. On the contrary, he 
allowed it to be ‘‘the duty of those who were not effectually called, to hear 
spiritually, and open their hearts to Christ; though,as he justly asserted, 
the preaching of this as their duty would not effect a eure. Operations of 
Grace, p. 442, 

Mr. Hussey was, doubtless, a man of considerable eminence in some 
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It seems, to} me, that Mr. B. very frequently confounds the 
thing with the cause which produces it, and hereby loses him- 
self and the argument in a maze of obscurity. This seems 
especially to be the case, when he enters upon the subject of 
that spiritual life which we derive from Christ.* If Mr. B. 
means that spiritual dispositions are not duties, considered as 
under the idea of blessings, that is what I have all along as- 
serted. But if he mean that nothing can be our duty which 
is derived from Christ, and is a new-covenant blessing, then he 
not only asserts that which is irreconcileable with the prayers 
of the godly in all ages, (who have ever prayed for grace to 
perform what they acknowledged to be their duty,) but also 
contradicts his own sentiments. He allows, that the principle 


~ of grace in believers is a conformity to the Jaw, though not to 


the daw only. (p- 68.) Be it so: so far, then, as it is a 
conformity to the law, so far it was always incumbent upon us ; 


respects. Mr. Beart, in his Eternal Law, ond Everlasting Gospel, I 
think, has given as fair and as candid an account of his writings as could 
well be given. But Mr. Hussey, though in some respects a great man, 
was nevertheless, possessed of that warm turn of mind, which frequently 
misleads even the greatest of men, especially in defeading a favourite senti- 
ment, 

Mr. Brine is the only writer of eminence who has expressly defended 
the sentiment. Dr. Gill took no active part in the controversy. It is 
allowed, that the negative side of the question was his avowed senti- 
went, and this appears to be implied in the general tenor of his writings. 
At the same time, it cannot be denied, that, when engaged in other con- 
troversies, he frequently argued in a manner favourable to our side; and 
bis writings contain various concessions on this subject, which, if any 
one else had made them, would not be much to the satisfaction of our 
opposing brethren. However they may be inclined to represent us as 
verging towards Arminianism, it is certain that Dr. Gill, in his answer to 
Dr. Whitby, the noted Arminian, frequently makes use of our arguments : 
nor could he easily have gone through that work without him. (See his 
Cause of God and Truth, Part I. pp. 63. 69. 118. 159. 160, 165. Part IL. 
pp. 88. 211. 215. 222. 226. First Edition.) And the very title of Mr. 
Brine’s chief pamphlet against our sentiment, which he called Motives to 
Love and Unity among Calvinists differing in Opinion, as well as the most 
explicit acknowledgments therein contained, might teach those who pay 
any deference to his judgment, not to claim to themselves the title of Cal 


_ -yinists, exclusively. 


* See pages 12, 28.70. 91. 
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and yet I hope Mr. B. will not deny that our conformity to the 
law is derived from Christ, is a new-covenant blessing, and is 
wrought in the believer’s heart by the agency of the Holy 
cue 

Whether [ have been so unhappy as, at times, to express 
myself in a manner not sufficiently explicit, or whether Mr. B. 
has been wanting in calm and close attention; so it is, that he 
sometimes proceeds upon a total misunderstanding of the argu- 
ment. This will appear to an attentive reader, if he please to 
compare pages 16, 11, of mine, with 12, 13, of his remarks : 
and 59, 60, with 54; also 131, with 89, concerning Adam. 

The places are too numerous to recite, wherein principles 
appear, to me, to be assumed, instead of being proved, and 
conclusions to be drawn from premises which are themselves 
the very subject in debate. Thus we are told, “ Pharaoh had 
an express command to let the people go ;” therefore, it was 
his duty to have complied.* (p. 88.) Very well; what then ? 
Mr. B.’s meaning must be to add, ‘ But there is no express 
command to-believe in Christ ; therefore,’ &c. I answer, that 
this is begging the question. I suppose there zs such a com- 
mand ; but, whether there is, or not, the contrary ought not to 
be taken for granted. 

Mr. B. does not fail to make his own reasonings and observa- 
tions in one place, the data of his conclusions in another. 
Thus we are told, ‘ There is no command for special f.ith, 
AS WE HAVE ENDEAV@URED TO PROVE; therefore, \no one shall 
be condemned for the want of it.’ (p. 89.) Again, in the 
same page, “ Adam had not faith, or any other spiritual dis- 
position, as I Have aALRVADY OBSERVED: therefore,” &c.— 
But, passing general remarks, let us follow Mr. B. in what 
he has advanced under each of the particular topics in de- 
bate. 


* In no one case do the seriptures speak so strongly of God’s abandon- 
ing aman to the hardness of his own heart, as in that of Pharaoh ; yet the 
Lord God of the Hebrews said, * How long wilt thou refuse to humble 
thyself before me?’’ Exod. x. 3. plainly showing, that the want of a better 

_ mind was n@ excuse fer his refusal to ohey R. 


Sct, Il.} » MR, BUTTON. 17) 


SECTION Il. 


ON THE NATURE AND DEFINITION OF FAITH. 


I wave the happiness to find Mr. B. agreeing with me, that 
faith in Christ is not a persuasion of our interest in him. But, 
though he agrees with me in this point, yet he is far from being 
satisfied with the definition | have given. He objects, that it 
makes no mention of ‘supernatural illumination and _assist- 
ance,” (p. 12.) and proposes one that shall include those ideas. 
If, by this, he only means to maintain, that the Holy Spirit is 
the sole author or cause, of faith, no one, I should think, who 
has read my former treatise, can entertain a doubt of my main- 
taining the same doctrine. 

But, though this is a truth which I verily believe, yet I must 
still be excused from thinking it necessary to a definition. Defi- 
nitions are designed, I apprehend, to express the nature and not 
the causes of things. Thus, if man were to be defined a rational 
creature, created of God, the last part of the definition would be 
superfluous. 

What Mr. B.’s ideas of faith are, it is difficult to learn. Mr. 
Brine says, “ Acting faith is no other than suitable thoughts of 
Christ, and a hearty choice of him as God’s appointed way of 
salvation ;’’* and Mr. Button says, ‘‘ do think that every man 
is bound cordially to receive, and heartily to approve of the 
gospel.” (p. 49.) But, it seems, special faith is something dis- 
tinct from all this; so distinct, that this has ‘nothing to do” 
with it; (p. 54.) yea, so distinct, that a person may do all this, 
and yet perish everlastingly. And yet it is not a believing of 
our interest in Christ: what, then, is it? Mr. B. tells us what 


* The reader may see a larger definitioa of faith, ina letter from Mr. 
Brine to Mr. Ryland of Warwick, in the Second Part of Serious Remarks 
on the Different Representations ef Evangelical Doctrine, &e. by J. Ryland, 
of Bristol, pp. 13, 14. Ep, 
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is its cause, and what its effects ; but what the thing ¢tself is, we 
have yet to learn. 

Sometimes, I think 1 can understand him; but I am soon 
again at aloss. “It is such a reception of the truth,” says 
he, “ as transforms the soul into the image of Christ.” (p. 49.) 
Very well: then, it seems, it is a reception of the truth, af- 
ter all; such a reception as is productive of real and trans- 
forming effects. This is the very thing for which | plead. 
Yes; but “a person may cordially receive the truth, and yet 
not be transformed into the image of Christ.” (p. 18.) In- 
deed! Then how are we to distinguish true faith from that 
which is counterfeit or partial? According to this, there is no 
difference as to the thing itself, only a difference in its cause 
and effects. 

But did not “ Christ’s hearers at Nazareth, and the stony- 
ground hearers, cordially receive the truth 2” (p. 18.) I an- 
swer, No: the latter did not understand it,* and, therefore, 
could not cordially receive it: and as to the former, they. 
gazed upon the Lord Jesus, and bare him witness, “that he 
was right,” as Dr. Gill says, ‘“‘in applying Isaiah’s prophecy 
to the Messiah ; but not that he himself was the Messiah ;” 
much less did they cordially receive his gospel. The scrip- 
ture declares, concerning the gospel, that, if we confess it with 
the mouth, and believe it in the heart, we shall be saved; but, it 
seems to me, the tendency of Mr. B.’s reasoning is to prove the 
contrary. 

But true faith ‘‘is such a belief as brings Christ into the 
soul: that Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith. (p. 19.) 
Answer: If by bringing Christ into the soul, is meant his 
having the supreme place in our best affections, (which, ! ap- 
prehend, is what the apostle intended in the passage referred 
to,) then what Mr. B. affirms is freely granted; nor is it any 
Way inconsistent with what he opposes. 

“Ought sinners to realize truth,” Mr. B. asks, ‘so as fo 
affect their own hearts?” (p. 21.) This, 1 suppose, he thinks 
is seif-evident absurdity. He himself, however, allows it to be 
every man’s duty to love God with all his heart ; and when he 
shall inform me how this is to.be done without the heart’s be- 


* See Matt. xiii, 23. 1: Cor. ii, 14. 
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ing affected, { will answer the foregoing question. But is it 
“our duty to do that which God claims as his prerogative ?”’ 
{ answer, It is God’s prerogative to write his law in the hu- 
man heart: and yet every one ought to have that law within 
his heart ; or in other words, to love it with his whole soul. 
How strange it is, that the same thing, in different respects, 
should be denied to be God’s gift and our obedience! 1 
sincerely wish Mr. B. had attentively considered the argu- 
-ments which I quoted (p. 60.) from Dr. Owen. Those argu- 
ments, doubtless, ought to have been solidly answered, before 
any exclamations were made of the absurdity of making that 
the duty of men, which it is God’s own work effectually to 
produce. 

* Devils and wicked men, it is said, believe the goodness of 
gospel blessings for others, though not for themselves.” (p. 
17.) By their believing them to be good for others, Mr. B. 
appears evidently to mean advantageous, or profitable ; and, 
in that sense, there is no doubt but what he says is true: that 
is no proof, however, that they believe in their real, intrinsic 
excellency and glory. Cain believed the advantage which his 
brother Abel had in bringing a lamb for an offering, and hated 
him accordingly ; but he did not believe his own condition 
as asinner to be such, as that his offering, being presented 
without respect to the Mediator, deserved to be rejected. 
Properly speaking, he did not believe in the necessity of a me- 
diator, much less in the fitness and glory of such a way of ap- 
proaching the Deity. The scriptures speak of those who be- 
lieve not, as blind to the glory of the gospel.* Whatever 
goodness wicked men believe to be in the blessings of the 
gospel; they do not believe the life and portion of the godly 
to be so good as, all things considered, to he preferred before 
their own. 

Mr. B. it seems, thinks that ‘‘a man may pursue evil, as 
evil.” (p. 23.) In this I do not differ from him, Nay, | 
believe that, unregenerate persons, without any exception, pur- 
sue evil, as evil. Ifany ask me to explain my assertion, quo- 
ted by Mr. B. that “* human nature cannot pursue evil, as evil,”’ 
{ refer them to the note in the very same page from whence the ~ 
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quotation is taken. Unregenerate men pursue evil, as that 
which is agreeable to their own sinful inclinations. In so do- 
ing, they pursue it as a moral evil, and as a natural good. 
He who pursues evil, considered as moral, acts against his 
conscience. This was the case with Felix, in dismissing Paul. 
But no one pursues moral evil itself, under the notion of 
its being unlovely. The instances Mr. B. has produced do not 
prove this. People do not take poison, or pursue death itself, 
under any other notion than that of its being a good. The 
Gentoo women, who voluntarily cast themselves into the fire 
at their husband’s death, are no more in love with deathfor its 
own sake, than we are; but are struck either with the honour 
of so dying, or with the hope of being the happier hereafter. 
People are not guilty of suicide, but under the notion of its con- 
taining a sort of good. They consider it as adapted to release 
them from a burden which they conceive themselves unable 
to sustain ; not considering what follows death in the world to 
come. : 

But does not every man “ believe that he shall die? and yet 
does he act accordingly 2?” (p. 22.) Tothis I reply, Death is 
more an object of intuition, than of faith. If people did noi 
see the death of their fellow-creatures, and had no other evi- 
dence that they must die, but the testimony of God; they 
would be as apt to disbelieve that, as they are other things. 
And, even as it is, if they realized death, and what fellows, it 
would have an effect upon their spirit and life, very different 
from what it has. 

Mr. B. produces a number of quotations, for the purpose of 
giving us a better definition of faith than that which he op- 
poses. (p. 26.) But some of these were never designed by 
their authors as definitions, but rather as descriptions of faith. 
Those of them which represent it as “ such a believing of the 
testimony of God in the sacred scriptures, as, in a way of trust 
and dependence, to resign ourselves up to Jesus Christ,” do 
notin any wise contradict what I have advanced. On the con- 
trary, I should be very willing to let the above stand as a defi- 
nition of faith. Nor have I any objection to have it prefaced 
with its being ‘“‘a grace of the Holy Spirit,” &c. excepting 
this, that it does not appear, to me, at all necessary to introduce 
the author, or cause, of any thing in a definition of that thing. 
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At the same time, I would not wish to contend about words. 
I therefore acknowledge that it may be of use, when discours- 
ing about faith in certain connexions, to speak of it in a more 
large or extensive meaning. That might be the case, for 
aught | know, with respect to some of Mr. B.’s authorities. 
But what if they had a mind to bring into their definitions the 
cause and the effects of faith? And if another, with a view to 
simplify the subject, define it merely by what it is in itself 
considered, without any design, however, of denying either 
cause or effect; does it follow that his definition must be de- 
fective P 

Wherein does the definition of Coverdale, Ferrar, Hooper, 
Taylor, Philpot, Bradford, Crome,, Sanders, Rogers, and Law- 
rence, differ from mine, except in this, that they mean to de- 
fine not only the thing itself, but its cause and effects?  ‘* Ti 
is,’ say they, ‘‘ not only an opinion, but a certain persuasion, 
wrought by the Holy Ghost, which doth illuminate the mind, and 
supple the heart to submit itself unfeignedly to God.” (p. 
27.) The thing itself they make to be neither more nor less 
than PERSUASION. 

It never was my design to exclude the idea of trust, or con- 
fidence, in Christ. Whether that be of the essence of faith it- 
self, or an effect which instantaneously follows, I always sup- 
posed them inseparable. It was before allowed, (p. 23.) that 
‘¢it is in this large sense, including not only the belief of the 
truth, but the actual out-going of the soul towards Jesus Christ 
in a way of dependence upon him, that faith in him is gene- 
rally to. be taken in the New Testament :” and it was in this 
sense that I undertook to prove it incumbent on men in gen- 
eral. ' 

Those with whom I contend will allow it to be the duty of 
every one, where the gospel comes, to believe it. I knew this 
would be allowed, when I penned the former publication. 
My whole design, in ihe first part, was to reason, upon their 
own principles, with those who differ from me. They allow 
it tobe every one’s duty to believe the gospel. I therein en- 
deavoured to prove, that, in allowing this, they allow that to be 
the duty of men which is of the essence of special faith. The 
arguments used in proof of this, have not, I think, been over- 
ihrown.. I therefore earnestly entreat Mr, B. and those of his 
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sentiments, to consider attentively the following questions : 
Can any person truly believe PS ae and yet perish ever- 
lastingly ? and, Can those scriptures, which were produced be- 
fore in proof of the contrary,*. be fairly explained upon such a 
supposition ? 

Mr. B. thinks I have mistaken the meaning of John iii. 36. 
and 1 John v. 20. where I suppose a believing on Christ, and 
a not believing Christ, are spoken of as opposites, in such a 
way as implies that there is no medium between them. Mr. 
B. thinks, it seems, that they are not opposites. (p. 24.) Ac- 
cording to what, he has said, the criterion of true faith lies in 
the terms zn or on; for he observes, that “it is not said, He 
that believeth not on the Son, &c. No: it is not for the want 
ef special faith he is condemned, but because he believes not 
what he says.” (p. 25.) To this I answer—First.: The term 
on is used to express such a faith as is not connected with salva- 
tion, John xii. 42. Secondly: suppose it were otherwise, and 
- the phrase believing on Chsist were to be the criterion of spe- 
cial faith; this would make against Mr B. rather than for 
him. For it is said of the unbelieving Jews, that ‘* though he 
had done so many miracles before them, yet they believed not 
oz him (John xii. 37.) ; plainly intimating, that they bad suck 
evidence as ought to have induced them to believe on him. 
On the other hand, Christ says, the Spirit shall reprove the 
world of sin, because they believe not on me. And contrary to 
what Mr. B. asserts, men are expressly said to be ‘con- 
demned, because they believe not on the name of the only be- 
gotten Son of God.” John iii. 18. th 

Mr. B. before he concludes his Fourth Letter, throws in 
one argument against faith being a duty: “If,” says he, ‘ this 
faith be the duty of man, and is required by the law, it is then, 
undoubtedly, a work; and when the apostle says, By grace 
ye are saved, through faith, we must consider him as joining 
grace and works together.” (p. 29.) To this itis replied, 
Kvery thing required by the law, | should think, is not a work. 

‘Phat sacred standard of right and wrong requires a holy state 
of mind, as well as the exercises of it. But supposing it is & 


*® { John v. 1. Mark xvi. 16. Rom. x. 9, Acts viii, 97, See the striptare’’ 
vrgedin my former treatise, pp. i | ‘ 
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work, does not Mr. B. ree the same? Only a few pages 
back, he quoted several de ions of faith from ‘certain emi- 
nent divines ; most of ie of it as a coming to Christ, 
a trusting in him for salvation. Now, is not this a work, or 
exercise, of the mind? And yet we are saved by grace, not- 
withstanding ; for God does not save us out of regard to faith 
as our act, but on account of him in whom it terminates. 

Aypoor invalid, who derives his subsistence wholly from the 
public, may be said, with the greatest propriety, to live, not 
by his own works, but upon the generosity of others. This, 
however, does not imply, that he is not active in his applications: 
for relief ; or that every such application may not, in some 
sense, be called a work. Yet, it plainly appears, he does not 
live upon his applications, considered as acts, or exercises, but 
upon what, through those means, he freely receives : and it | 
would be contrary to the common use of language to say, that 
he lived partly by grace, and partly by works. 

Before I conclude this section, it may not be amiss to age a 
few additional thoughts concerning the defining of faith : these, 
however, have no immediate reference to Mr. B. ; but are mere- 
ly added with a view, if it might be, to throw some further light 
upon the subject. 

I, Faith, in its most general sense, signifies a credit of some 
testimony, whether that testimony be true or false. 

If. When we speak of the faith of the gospel, as a belief of 
the truth, it is not to be understood of all kinds of truth, nor 
even of all kinds of scripture truth. A true believer, so far 
as he understands it, does believe all scripture-truth ; and to 
discredit any one truth of the Bible, knowing it to be such, is a 
damning sin ; but yet it is not the credit of a chronological 
or historical fact, for instance, that denominates any one a 
true believer. The peculiar truth, by embracing of which 

*we become believers in Christ, is the gospel, or the good 
news of salvation through his name. The belief of this dn- 
plies the belief of other truths ; such as the goodness of God’s 
government, as the lawgiver of the world; the evil of sin; our® 
lost and ruined condition by it ; our utter insufficiency to help 
ourselves, &c. but it is the soul’s embracing, or falling in with, 
the way of salvation by Jesus Christ, that peculiarly denomi- 
nates us true believers. pe 
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Ill. True faith includes a spiritual understanding of the 

glory of the gospel, but it includes something more. It does 
not appear, to me, to have its seat barely in the understand- 
ing, but in the whole soul. It is the whole soul’s yielding 
up its own false notions and dependences, and falling in with 
God’s way of salvation by Jesus Christ. By a spiritual dis- 
cernment of the glory of the gospel, we see the Son; and, by 
the whole soul’s concurring with it, we believe in him: lt is 
with the heart man believeth unto righteousness. If it it said, 
The heart here is not opposed to the understanding, but to 
the mouth, with which confession is made unto salvation; I an- 
swer, This is true : but then neither is it used, I apprehend, 
for the understanding, to the exclusion of the affections, but for 
the whole soul, in distinction from the mouth, by which our 
faith is openly professed. 
/ IV. Though, as I attempted to prove in my former treatise, 
‘true faith does not include an assurance of our interest in 
Christ ; yet it is ever attended with an application of the truths 
of the gospel to our own particular cases. /‘* When the scrip- 
tures teach,” says the excellent Mr. Downame, “we are to 
receive instruction, for. the enlightening of our own mind ; 
when they admonish, we are to take warning ; when they re- 
prove, we are to be checked ; when they comfort, we are to 
» be cheered and encouraged ; when they command any grace, 
we are to desire andembrace it; when they command any du- 
ty, we are to hold ourselves enjoined to do it,; when they pro- 
mise, we are to hope ; when they threaten, we are to be terri- 
fied, as if the judgment were denounced against us; and 
when they. forbid any sin, we are to think that they forbid it 
unto us. By. which. application. we shall, make all. the rich 
treasures. contained in, the scriptures, wholly our own, and in 
such.a powerful and. peculiar manner, enjoy the.fruit and bene- 
fit of them, as, if they had been wholly written, for us, and for 
none other else besides us.” Guide to Godliness, p. 647. 

These observations may be considered.as an,addition to what 
was written before ; and I believe they, will be found to be per- 
fectly consistent with it. 
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CONTAINING A REPLY TO MR B’S FIFTH AND SIXTH 
LETTERS, WHEREIN HE REMARKS ON THOSE PAS- 
SAGES OF SCRIPTURE WHERE FAITH IS SUPPOSED 
TO BE COMMANDED OF GOD. 


To prove that faith in Christ is the duty of unconverted sin- 
sae a passages of scripture were produced, which re- 
present it as the command of God. In answer to these, Mr. B. 
observes in general, that commands are sometimes used which 
do not imply duty, but denote some extraordinary exertion of 
divine power, as when God said to the Israelitish nation, 
** Live,” &c. (p. 31.) But are the commands in question to be 
so understood ? Mr. B. does not pretend to say any such thing 
He adds, 

‘* Commands sometimes denote encouragement; as in Isa. 
i. 17. Awake, awake, stand up, O Jerusalem, &c. Acts xvi. 
Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved ; 
and John xiv. 1. Ye.believe in God, believe also in me.” 
(p. 32.) Very true: but do they denote merely encourage- 
ment? Can the idea of duty be excluded? Was it not the 
duty of the Jews, for instance, when Babylon fell into the hands 
of Cyrus, and a proclamation was issued in their favour, to be- 
stir themselves ? Would it not have been their sin to have 
neglected the opportunity, and continued careless in Baby- 
lon? Was it not the duty of the jailor to follow the apostle’s 
counsel, and would it not have been sinful to have done other- 
wise ? Was it not the duty of the disciples to place an equal 
confidence in the testimony of Christ as in that of the Father ; 
and would it not have been sinful to have distrusted him ? 
“ These passages,” says Mr. B. “do not appear so much to 
carry in them the nature of injunctions, as of directions and 
encouragements.”” But do they carry in them the nature of 
injunctions at all? or can that idea be excluded from them P 
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It seems, he himself thinks it coueets or he would not have so 
expressed himself. 

Mr. B. now proceeds to consider’ the particdlar passages 
produced. He remarks, on the Second Psalm, that ‘ kissing 
sometimes denotes no. more than civil homage and subjection ; 
as in 1 Sam. x. 1. where we are told, that Samuel anointed Saul, 
and kissed him; which was not, ! presume,’ says he, “ a spirit- 
ual act, but nothing moré’than a token of: allegiance, loyalty, 

&c.” (p. 34.) I think with him, the case of Samuel’s kissing 
Saul serves for a fine illustration of the passage ;* and if Christ 
had been a civil governor, and nothing else, then, it is allowed, 
that civil homage, subjection, and loyalty, would have been the 
whole of his due ; but not otaerwise. According to the nature 
of his government must be the kind of subjection hen If 
Christ’s kingdom had been of this world, or somewhat like what 
the Jews expected it to be, such an exposition as the above might 
be admitted ; but, if his government be spirztuad, then subjection 
and loyalty rs him must be the same. | 

The comment.on Jer. vi. 16. (p. 35.) I think, neue) but 
little reply. It may deserve to be considered, Whether, if the 
people there addressed had been of Mr. B.’s sentiments, they 
might not have foundsome more plausible and less mortifying an- 
swer than that which they were obliged to give. Surely they 
might have replied, ‘ Stand in the ways, and see! we have not a 
capacity for spiritual discernment. Ask for the good old way, 
and walk therein! it was never discovered to us. All that we 
are obliged to do 1s, diligently to attend public ordinances, and this 
we have done from our youth up; what more would the prophet 
have?’ But, these were sentiments, it seems, of which they 
had never heard. They were obliged, therefore, to speak 
out the honest, though awful truth, We witL noT WALK 
THEREIN, 

Jobn xii. 36. While ye have light, believe in the light, that 
ye may be the children of light. + These,” it is said, “are 
evidently, words of direction to inquiring people.” (p. 37.) 
That they were inquiring people, is troe ; but not suchas in- 
quired from any thing ofa. right spirit which is what Mr. B, 


* See Dr. Jennings’s Antiquities, Vol, 1. p. 184. 
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must mean to suggest. “They are called the people, (verse 34.) 
in distinction from the Greeks who wanted to see Jesus ;* and 
it immediately follows what sort of people they were. . But 
though he had done so many miracles before them, yet they be- 
‘lieved not on him ; that the saying of Isaiah the prophet might 
be fuljilled, which he spake, Lord, who hath believed our re- 
port? and towhom hath the arm of the Lurd been revealed? 
Therefore they could not believe, because that Isaiah said 
again, He hath blinded their eyes, and. hardened their heart, 
&e. 

Lest the foregoing remark should not antics it is supposed 
that the passage may speak only of such a believing as falls short 
of special faith. (p. 38) . Bat unless it can be proved that the 
es children of light is ever used of any but true believers, 
this supposition is inadmissible. 

‘Mr. B. speaks frequently of Christ’s Aeacecses beige by way 
of “ ministerial direction.’ Be it so3,I do not see how this 
alters the case, unless we could suppose Christ, as a preacher, 
directed people to a way in which it was not their duty to walk. 
In short, if there were not another passage in the Bible besides 
the above ; that were, in my opinion, sufficient to prove the 
point contested. | ‘ 

John vi. 29. . This 2s the work of God, that ye believe on him 
whom he hath sent. From the connexion of this passage, it was 
observed, that the phrase work of God could not, be understood 
of a work which God should work in them, but of a work, which 
he required of them. . Mr. B. however, takes it in the first © 
sense, and thinks it ‘* very clear and plain, from the whole. con- 
text, that this special faith is no duty.” (p. 41.) To which I 
only say, That which appears so plain to Mr. Button, did not 
appear soto Mr. Brine. Mr. Brine, it seems, felt difficulties 
where Mr. Button feels none. Though he agrees with Mr. 
Button, that special faith is not a duty, yet he undoubtedly felt 
a difficulty in the passage in question. He felt the force of 


' * See Dr. Gill on verse 34. 

+ The reader is desired to observe, I never denied, but constantly main- 
tained, that faith, wherever it exists, 7s the effect of divine influence; 
as is every thing else i in us, which is truly good; but I as well maintain, 
that itis man’s duty ; and that his passage means the latter, and not the 
former, 
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that remark, that the meaning of the answer must be deter- 
mined by that of the question; andhe did not suppose, when 
they asked, What shall we do that we may work the works of 
God? that they were inquiring what they must do that they 
might work such works as were peculiar to an arm of omnipo- 
tence. Mr. Brine, therefore, never pretended to understand it 
of awork which should be wrought in them, but of “an act 
ACCEPTABLE AND PLEASING To Gop.”’* 

Dr Gill, in his Cause of God and Truth, (Part I. p. 154.) 
understands the passage as speaking of such a faith as is not con- 
nected with salvation. Mr. Brine never pretended to this, but 
allows it to speak of special faith. The Doctor, however, does 
not suppose that the work of God means a work that was to be 
wroughtin them, but a work that was required of them. He 
there explains it, not of an operation of God, but of what was 
enjoined by his ‘* will and commandment.” __ 

But Mr. Button thinks it ‘strange, if faith in Christ were 
the first great duty incumbent upon them, that they should 
Jirst be directed to labeur for that which should endure to ever- 
lasting life, as they were in verse 27.” (p. 40.) It is replied, 
Labouring for that which should endure to everlasting life in- 
cludes faith in Christ ; that being the only way in which eter- 
nal life can be obtained: and it is no unusual thing first to lay 
down a general direction, and then proceed to that. which is 
more particular. 

John y. 23. It is the Father’s will that all men should hon- 
our the Son, even as they honour the Father. As Mr. B. has 
not thought proper to answer what was advanced from this pas- 
sage, it need only be replied, That, according to his sense of it, 
‘Christ ought to be honoured in one character, but not in 
another.” (p. 42.) _ 

As to what is said of Isa. lv. 6. (the 7th verse, I observe, is 
passed over,) that ‘‘ Arminians have quoted it ;”’ (p. 42.) what 
is that to the purpose? It has some meaning; and one should 
suppose that their quoting it has not destroyed that meaning. 
Mr. B. must excuse me in not being satisfied with a part of an 
exposition upon it from Dr. Gill. The whole of the Doctor’s 
works, I observe, are not quoted. Abundant pardon was 
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never promised to such an attendance as this quotation makes 
to be their duty. : 

Simon Magus was exhorted to pray for the pardon of sin. Mr. 
B. asks, ‘“‘ Who denies it ?”” (p. 43.) I answer, Many, who 
deny that faith is the duty of the unregenerate, deny that it is 
their duty to pray at all; and especially to pray for spiritual 
blessings, such as the forgiveness of sin. I rejoice, however, 
that Mr. B. is not of that sentiment, ; 

But. it was asked, In whose name ought Simon to have 
prayed for that blessing? To:this.we have received no an- 
swer. It was likewise asked, Whether spiritual blessings 
ought to be sought in the only way in which they canbe found, 
or in any other. In answer to this we are told, ‘“‘ They may. 
be sought after in the use of means, without special faith ; and 
that is all which is here exhorted to.” Is Mr. B. sure of that.? 
If so, Simon was barely exhorted to do as Cain did; to bring 
an offering without respect had to the great. atonement for ac- 
ceptance ; to do that by which it was impossible to please God. 
Afterall, we are to understand Mr. B. that sinners ought not to 
seek spiritual blessings in the name of Christ, but in some other 
way? Surely he will not affirm this; and yet I do not see how 
he can avoid it. 

But we are told, that Simon was not:exhorted to ‘* find, or get 
pardon.of sin, but to pray for it.” This is true, but not to the 
purpose. Faith in Christ is not the finding, or getting, of par- 
don, but the means of obtaining it. We come to Christ, thatwe 
may have life. ‘The one is the way in which we find, or enjoy 
the other. This is further confirmed by the passage which we 
shall next consider. 

Rom. ix. 31, 32. Because they sought it not by faith, &c. 
“By faith is here meant,” says Mr: B. “ not the grace, but 
the doctrine of faith, the gospel ; as appears clearly by its be- 
ing opposed to the Jaw.” (p. 43.) Suppose it were so, seek- 
ing righteousness by the gospel in opposition to the law, would 
amount to the same thing as the other. But this is not the 
case: faith is not here opposed tothe Jaw, but to the works 
of the law; and is, therefore, here to be understood of the 
right way of seeking righteousness, which is in the name of 
Christ, 

Concerning those passages which exhort men te put thejy 
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trust in the Lord, Mr. B. remarks, that ‘trust is a natural. 
duty: But what,” he asks, “has this to do with evangelical 
trust ”’ (p. 44.) Why did he not answer what was ‘said on 
that subject in p. 46? Why did he pass over that dilemma ? 
As to what he says on the Fourth Psalm, that the persons there 
addressed were “good men;” (p. 45.) it is replied, They 


certainly, were wicked, who are addressed in the second verse; | 


and there is no notice given, in any part of the Psalm, of a 
change of person. To understand sacrifices of righteousness 
oPcritoss righteously obtained, appears to me.to be put- 
ting a low sense upon the phrase, and what I think. is not 
at.all countenanced by similar phraseology in scripture. The 
same mode of speaking occurs in Deut. xxxili. 19. and in 
Psalm li. 19. neither of which passages can well be thought 
to mean barely, that the sacrifices should not be obtained by 
robbery. sg £ 

Mr. B. thinks, it seems, that that declaration, ‘* Whoso- 
ever will, let him come,” is not indefinite, but limited, and 
so is not a warrant for any sinner to come to Jesus Christ. 
“ All,” says he, “have not a will, therefore it is not a war- 
rant for every man.’ (p. 46.) That multitudes of men are 
unwilling to forego self-will, selfconceit, and self-righteous- 
ness, and to venture their souls wholly upon the Lord Jesus, 
is amelancholy fact: but to conclude from thence, that they 
have no warrant so to do, is a very extraordinary species of 
reasoning. If ‘*Whosoever will, let. him come,’’ be not an 
indefinite mode ‘of expression, Mr. B. should have pointed 
out what sort of language should have been used for such a 
purpose. 

A generous benefactor, in the hard season of the year, pro- 
cures a quantity of provision to be distributed amongst the 
poor of a country village. He orders public notice to be 
given, that EVERY POOR MAN WHO IS WILLING TO RECEIVE IT, 
SHALL IN NO WISE MEET wirH A RE¥USAL. A number of the 


inhabitants, however, are not only poor, but proud, and can- | 


not find in their hearts to unite with the miserable throng in 
receiving an alms. Query, Would it be just for such inhabit- 
ants to allege, that they had no warrant to apply? or, that 
the declaration was limited ; seeing it extended only to such 
as were willing; and, for their parts, they were wnwilling 2 


¢ 
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Ifit were expedient to give such objectors a serious answer, 
"they might be asked, In what language could the donor have 
_ expressed himself, to have rendered his declaration more in- 
definite? . ; e 
If it is insisted, that, to make an invitation indefinite, it 
should be addressed to men simply a: sinners ; it is replied, 
If that would put the matter out of doubt, the scripture is not 
_ wanting in that mode of speaking, any more than in the other: 
Hearken unto me, ye stout-hearted and far from righteousness, 
J bring near my righteousness ; it shall not be far off; and my 
salvation shall not tarry.—Let the wicked forsake his way, and 
the unrighteous man his thoughts, and let him return unto the 
Lord, and he will have mercy upon him ; and to our God, for he 
will abundantly pardon. For other passages to the same pur- 
pose, l ask leave to refer to pages 63 and 64 of the former 
treatise. 


SECTION IV. 


REPLY TO MR. B.’S SEVENTH LETTER ON THE OBLI- 
GATIONS OF MEN TO EMBRACE WHATEVER GOD 
REVEALS.—HIS CHARGE OF ILLIBERALITY, &c. &c. 


¥ 


Ir was observed, in my former publication, that every mau 
was bound cordially to receive, and heartily to approve, what- 
ever God reveals. A definition of faith was also quoted from 
Mr. Brine ; wherein he says, “‘ Acting faith is no other than 
suitable thoughts of Christ, and a hearty choice of him as God’s 
appointed way of salvation.” And fro. the:ce it was argued, 
that, if faith was not incumbent on men in genera, then they 
were right in not thinking suitably of Christ, &c. 

Mr. B. here expresses his ‘‘ astonishment :” and, without 
hesitation, charges me with “ illiberality.” (p. 48.) To this I 
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answer, I apprehended this to be a consequence naturally arising 
from the sentiments I opposed ; but never imagined ‘that they 
who imbibed these. sentiments held or asserted this conse- 
quence: yet, as Paul urged the consequences, of denying the 
resurrection, in order to show the erroneousness of the pre- 
mises from whence those consequences-followed, I apprehended 
I might do the same. Such a mode of reasoning is universal- 
ly practised by both inspired and uninspired writers.—.The 


orinthians might have charged the apostle with illiberality, 
a 


and have had, for aught I see, as good reason for so doing, as 
Mr. B. had for charging it upon me. He had said, If the 
dead rise not, then is not Christ raised ; and if Christ be not 
raised, yor faith is vain; ye are yet in your sins. They might 
have exclaimed against these consequences, and said of him 
who urged them. ‘He knows these are sentiments which we 
never asserted, or even imagined.’ , 

Mr. B., instead of exclaiming in this sort, should have in- 
validated those consequences ; but this he has not attempted : 
and, unless he will maintain it to be men’s duty to stand neuter, 
(which our Lord declared to be impossible,) and neither think 
nor choose at all in the affair, I do not see how they can 
be fairly removed. The difficulty stands thus: “ If true faith 
is no other than suitable thoughts of Christ, and a hearty 
choice of him as God’s appointed way of salvation,” as Mr. 
Brine affirms, then it is either men’s duty to think suitably of 
Christ, or it is not; to choose him as God’s appointed way of 
salvation, or not. If it is, the point is given up; if it is not, 
then it must be right in them either not to think suitably of 
Christ, or not to think at all; either to choose some other way 
of salvation, or not to choose at all. . 

It is not sufficient for Mr. B. to allege, that he disclaims 
these sentiments ; that he allows an opposition to God’s way 
of salvation to be sinful ; 1 know he does ; and it is with plea- 
sure | acknowledge it: but the question is, Is he herein con- 
sistent with himself? The Corinthians cou!d have said the 
same in respect of Christ not being raised ; none of them 


thought of asserting that, though they asserted what must ne- 


cessarily infer it. If it is men’s sin to oppose and reject the. 
Lord Jesus Christ; it must be their duty to choose and ac- 


he 
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geo him, or F eles to enti neuter, and so be neither for him nor 
against him. ‘ 

Much the same might be ‘sid. in reply to what Mr. B. fre- 
quently speaks of as due to the gospel, viz. ‘‘ a veneration for 
‘it.’ This veneration either amounts to Mheary choice of Christ, 
as God’s appointed way of salvation—to a being on his side ; 
or it does not. If it does, this implies special faith; for to 
choose that way, is the same thing as to be willing to be saved 
in that way: (which Mr. B. allows is the case with no unre- 
generate man :) and to be on Christ’s side, is the same thing as 
to be areal Christian. If it does not, then I should be glad 


_to know, what sort of a veneration for the gospel that must 


be which can consist with an unwillingness to fall in with its 
grand designs, and a reigning aversion from its great Author and 
Object ? 

What Mr. B. says (p. 49.) of ‘peace being made,” and 
“the work being done,” is a great and glorious truth, on 
which depends all my-salvation and all my desire. I rejoice 
with him in the doctrines of everlasting love and the eternal 
settlements of grace. But, as the covenant between the 


‘Father and the Son, before time, does not supersede a be- 


liever’s actually covenanting with God in time ;* so neither, as 
1 apprehend, does peace being made by the blood of Christ*s 
cross supersede a peace taking place between God and us, 
on our believing. God,.as the lawgiver of the world, is re- 
presented as angry with the wicked every day. Every unbe- 
liever is said to be under condemnation : he is under the law, 
as a covenant of works ;.and, being of the works of the law, 
he is under the curse. On the contrary, those who believe in 
Christ are not under the law. but under grace: their sins are 
forgiven for Jesus’ sake ; there is no condemnation to them; 
God is represented as being pacified towards them for all that 


they have done against him.| ‘This pacification, however, is 


not founded upon their faith, or returning to God; but upon 
the atonement of Christ, in which their faith terminates : hence, 
though they are said, being justified by faith, to have peace 
with God ; yet it is through our Lord Jesus Christ. 


* See Jer. 1.5. Isa. xliv. 5. +Psa. vii. 11. John ii. 18. Gal. iii, 
10. Rom. yi.14. 1 John ij.12, Rom. vii. 1, Ezek. xvi. 65, Rom. v, 1, 


i 
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When I spake of the gospel’s “ publishing a way wherein 
God can and will make peace with sinners, on terms infinitely 
honourable to himself,” &c. I had no respect to terms and con- 
ditions to be performed by us, that should entitle us to blessings 
annexed to such performance.» My meaning was rather this: 
that Christ, having obeyed the law, and endured the curse, and 
so fulfilled the terms of his eternal engagement, God can, in a 
way honourable to all his perfections, pardon and receive the 
most guilty sioner that shall return to him in Christ’s name. 

In respect of terms and. conditions, as applied to faith in 
Christ ; though I believe such faith to be incumbent on men in 
general, yet, properly speaking, | do not suppose either that or 
any thing else in us to be the condition of salvation; unless by 
condition is barely meant that to which the promise of salvation 
as made, and without which we cannot be saved. In this sense, 
I should have no objection to its being so called ; and I should 
think Mr. B. could have none, any more than myself. But, as 
it is a term liable to abuse, and apt to convey very different sen- 


timents, I had rather express my ideas in other language, than 


go about to qualify it by an explanation. 

‘Dr. Owen does not reject the word condition, but puts an 
explanation upon it, suited to bis sentiments. “It is the ap- 
pointment of the Lord,” says he, ‘that there should be such 
a connexion and coherence between the things purchased for 
us by Jesus Christ, that the one should be a means and way 
of attaining the other; the one the condition, and the other 
the thing promised upon that condition ; but both equally and 
alike procured for us by Jesus Christ ; for if either be omitted 
in his purchase, the other would be vain and fruitless.’ 
Death of Death, Book IY. Chap. 1.* Whatever words may 


** See also Dr. Owen on Heb. viii. 10. Vol. Ill. p. 269. “ Unto a full 
and complete interest in all the promises of the covenant, faith on our 
part, from which evangelical repentance is inseparable, is required. But 
whereas these also are wrought in us by virtue of that promise and grace, 
which are absolute, it is a mere strife about words to contend whether 
they may be called conditions, or no. Let it be granted, on the one hand, 
that we cannot have an actual participation of the relative grace of this 
covenant in adoption and justification, without faith, or believing; and, 
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be used, 1 know of no difference in this matter between Dr. 
Owen’s sentiments and my own. 

That the gospel is an embassy of peace, addressed to sin- 
ners indefinitely, and that any sinner whatever has a warrant 
to apply to the Saviour, and a promise of acceptance on his 
application, is evident from the whole current of scripture. 
To oppose Arminianism by the denial of this well-known truth, 
must be an unsuccessful attempt. Instead of destroying, it is 
the most effectual method to establish it. No Arminian, so 
long as he has a Bible in his band, can ever be persuaded, that 
the language of scripture exhortations to repentance and faith 
in Christ is not indefinite. If, then, his system is acknowledged 
to stand or fall with the universality of such exhortations, he will 
not desire a greater concession. He is well satisfied of this, that 


if general invitations speak the language of Arminianism, the, 


Bible must be written upon Arminian principles. Such a con- 
cession, therefore, tends to confirm him in his sentiments ;, and 
J believe, such a way of speaking and writing amongst the Cal- 
vinists has been more than a little satan to the Arminian 
cause. 

God gathers his elect out of mankind by a gospel equally 
sddvaesea to one man as to another. No one, on his first ap- 
plication to Christ, comes to him considering himself as an 
elect person, or has having any peculiar privilege belonging to 
him above the rest of mankind ; but every such person applies 
to. Christ merely asa poor, guilty, self-ruined sinner; and, if 
the gospel did not speak an indefinite language to sinners, 
considered as such, he could have no hope. If it is said, Yes : 
he feels himself a sensible sinner, and so considers himself as 
hereby warranted to apply for mercy: 1 answer, This is sup- 
posing that a person may have solid evidence to conclude him- 
self elected, before he has believed in Christ; that is, while 
he is an unbeliever ; than which nothing surely can be more 
unseriptural and dangerous. The heart of every man who 
has heard the gospel, either does or does not fall in with God’s 
way of salvation by Jesus Christ. If it does, he is a believer ; 


on the other, that this faith is wrought in us, given unto us, bestowed upon 
us, by that grace of the covenant which depends on no condition in ws, as 
unto its discriminating administration ; and] shall not concern myself what 
men will call it.’” iy 


s 
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if it does not, he isan unbeliever, and has no revealed warrant 
to conclude himself an object of divine favour. A being sen- 
sible of our guilty and lost condition, is absolutely necessary 
to an application to the Saviour; not, however, as affording us a 
warrant to come to Christ, but as being necessary to the act 
itself of coming. A right spirit does not give us a warrant to do 
a right action; but it is essential to our compliance with the 
warrant, which we already have. 

Mr. B. thinks I have given a wrong sense to 2 Cor. v. (p. 50.) 
Suppose it should be so, J apprehend the weight of the propo- 
sition does not rest upon that passage. I am not convinced, how- 
ever, ‘by what ‘has been said concerning it; but enough has 
been said upon that part. If the reader choose carefully to look 
over the 4th, 5th, and 6th chapters of that Epistle, and to com- 
pare what each of us have said upon it, he may be better ena- 
bled thereby to judge of the meaning, than by any thing that 
can be further advanced upon the subject. 

Mr. B. thinks that ‘faith itself is not called obedience, but 
that obedience is the fruit of faith.” (p. 53.) That faith is 
productive of obedience is readily allowed; but I also appre- 
hend that faith itself is so called. Unbelief in our first 
parent, was the root of all the evil which followed after it; 
yet unbelief was itself an evil; so it is supposed, that faith is 
not only the root of evangelical obedience, but is an instance of 
obedience itself. These thoughts are founded upon such 
phrases as obeying the truth, obeying the gospel, &c.* which, I 
suppose, mean areal believing it, and falling in with its grand 
designs. | 

These passages were quoted before, to which Mr. B. makes no 
other reply than by barely asserting, that ‘“‘ they none of them 
prove faith to be an act of obedience, but on!y show that 
obedience is the fruit of faith.” (p. 53.) Obeying the gospel, 
in Rom, x. 16. is supposed, by the inspired penman, to be of 
similar import with befieving its report ; but it will hardly be 
said, that believing the gospel report is not faith itself, but a 
fruit of it. ‘The passage,’ Mr. B. adds, ‘in Rom i. 5. 
By whom we have received grace and aposileship for obedien gil 
to the faith, must, I think, to every common understanding, 


* Rom. x. 16. vi. 17. 
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clearly appear to point out the grand design of the gospel min- | 
istry, which is, through the blessing of the Holy Spirit, to bring 
‘men to obedience to Christ the object of faith, and to the doc- 
trine of faith.” Very true: and we apprehend that faith in the 
doctrine is that obedience whichis required to the doctrine of 
faith ; and that a rejecting of every rival and false confidence, 
and a being willing to receive Christ, that he may teach, save, 
- and rule us in. his own way, is that obedience which is due to 
him. 
Obedience to the gospel, and disobedience to it, are doubt- 
Jess to be considered as opposites. The former is true special 
faith, having the promise of eternal salvation ;* the latter, there- 
fore, cannot mean, as Mr. B. explains it, (p. 5-4.) the want of 
merely such a reverential regard to the gospel as a man may 
have, and yet perish everlastingly. 


SECTION V. 


REPLY TO MR. B’S EIGHTH LETTER, ON THE CAUSES 
TO WHICH THE WANT OF FAITH IS ASCRIBED. 


Mr. B. here commences a new mode of opposition. In- 
stead of an answer to those scriptures which were produced 
to prove that ignorance, pride, dishonesty of heart, and aversion 
Srom God, are assigned as the causes of men’s not believing; 
he has presented us with some other parts of scripture, which 
he thinks ascribe it ‘to other causes. Such a method of rea- 
soning, I should think, can have but little tendency to con- 

_ yince a serious inquirer after truth. It will be natural for 
~ such anh inquirer to say, ‘Supposing Mr. B. to have proved 
what he has undertaken, namely, that the want.of faith is to 
be ascribed to the sovereign will of God, and that alone ; what 
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are we ie do with those scriptures which Kaévttie it to Ske 
causes ? 

One passage of scripture, under this ead. is eiffirely coms. 4 
over, (Luke vii. 29, 30.) a passage too that was particula 
recommended to the attention of the Baptists ; and a number 
_ of others are but very slightly touched. All the answer that 
Tan find to what was advanced between pages 47—52, of my 
treatise, is included in the following passage : “That human 
depravity, that ignorance, pride, dishonesty of heart, aversion 
to God, and the like, often prevent a sinner’s attending to the 
gospel ; (which the Holy Spirit useth as a mean to convey 
faith into the hearts of his people, for faith cometh by hearing, 
Rom. x. 17. ;) and that these things are of a criminal nature is 
certain; but what then? Does this prove faith a duty; and 
the want of it asin, for which man shall be damned? By no 
means: so far as human depravity prevails, man is criminal; and 
the things aforementioned prevailing, are certain evidences of 
the person’s being destitute of special faith: but to say that 
these things are an absolute bar to faith, as Mr. F. does, (p. 48.) 
is a great mistake ; neither these things, nor a thousand worse 
things, if worse can be named, shall be an absolute bar to any 
elect soul’s believing.” (pp. 59, 60.) 

To this it is replied, if the reader please to review page 48 of 
my treatise, he will instantly perceive that I was speaking of 
what was a bar to men’s believing, not to God’s causing them to 
believe. Christ did not say, How can God cause you to believe, 
who receive honour one of another? but, How can ye believe ? 
It is granted, that with God all things are possible: but if the 
pride and aversion of men’s hearts be that which renders be- 
lieving impossible to them, that is sufficient to decide the ques- 
tion in hand; and this was certainly the whole of my design. In 
page 47, the very page before that in which is the passage to 
which Mr. B. objects, I had said, ‘We know that blindness of 
mind is not such an obstruction but what is overcome by the 
grace of God in THE ELECT ; but that being removed in the elect: 
does not disprove, but imply, that it is a remaining obstruction —_ 
to the rest.””. I suppose Mr. B. must have read this passage just ¢ 
vefore that on which his remark is made ; how, therefore, he 
could so strangely mistake my meaning, I am at a loss to con- 


ceive, 
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Surely Mr. B. could not think the above a sufficient an- 
swer to a against which it is written. ‘‘ Human depravity,” 
he admi Ks, « prevents a sinner’s attending to the gospel ; 
pula will not allow that it hinders him from believing. 
By “attending fo the gospel,” 1 suppose he may mean 
something more than merely attending upon it; but yet he 
cannot mean any thing spiritually good ; if he aie and allow- 
ed that human depravity prevented it, that would be giving 


‘ up a main point in the debate. I suppose, therefore, he means 


no more than such an attention to the gospel as may be exer- 
cised without any real love to it, or desire after an interest in 
its blessings. But will Mr. B. pretend to say, that this is all 
that is meant in the passages to which I had referred? Did 
Christ barely tell the Jews, (John v. 44.) that they could not 
attend to the gospel who received honour one of another, and 
sought not the honour which cometh from God only? Would 
this have been ¢rue, upon Mr. B.’s principles? Attending to 
the gospel, in his sense of it, is what men in an unregenerate 
state can do ; and that in the exercise of a proud spirit. Did 
the want of an honest and good heart keep the three sorts of 
hearers, in the parable of the sower, from attending to the 
gospel? So far from this, Mr. B. elsewhere informs us, that 
the stony-ground hearers “‘ cordially received the truth.” (p. 
19.) Though I think, in this matter, he goes too far ; yet thus 
much is certain—that a mere attention to the gospel was not 
the thing wherein they were wanting. When Christ blamed 
the Jews, saying, Ye will not come unto me, that ye might have 


_ life; did he barely mean, Ye will not give attention to the gos- 


pel? Surely not! 

Mr. B. admits, that ‘* pride, aversion to God, and fie like, 
where they prevail, are certain’ evidences of a person’s being 
destitute of special faith ;’”’ but denies, it seems, that they have 
any causal influence to prevent his believing. And yet, if 
there be any meaning in words, surely the fore-cited passages 
must convey the latter idea, as well as the former. When 

hrist told the Jews, Ye will not come unto me, that ye might 
have life; did he mean, that their unwillingness was merely 
an evidence of their not coming to him, and not that which had 
any causal influence upon them to prevent their coming ? Surely 
not ! 
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As the above passage, which Pike transcribed from Mr. 
B., is the only answer he has made to my Fourth Propositi 
T cannot but consider it as. unanswered. He has advanced 
something, however, of an opposite tendency, which I shee 
consider. orth i 

It was affirmed that a want of faith in Christ is ascribed, ‘in 
the scriptures, to men’s depravity. ~ Mr. B. thinks this position 
contrary to John x. 26. Ye believe not, ‘because ye are not of 
my sheep ; which passage, he thinks, ascribes the want of faith 
to * non-election.” (p. 55.) To this Ireply, On some occasions, 
Mr. B. would make nothing of such a term as because ; (p. 
63.) and, were I to follow ‘his example, I might say, It means 
no more than this: ‘* Your unbelief, if you persist in it, will be 
a certain evidence that you are not of my sheep.” No com- 
plaint could justly be made, if the matter were left here : espe- 
cially as the above are the very words of Mr. Henry, which 
Mr. B. has quoted for a different purpose. But, waiving this, 
be it observed, the truth which they did not believe was, that 
Jesus was the Christ. If thou be the Christ, said they, tell us 
plainly. Jesus answered, I have told you, and ye believed not : 
the works that I do in my Father’s name, they bear witness of 
me; but ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep. This 
text, therefore, if it prove any thing for Mr. B., will prove too 
much ; it will prove that non-election is the cause of that which 
he acknowledges to be apie namely, a discrediting of Jesus 
being the Christ. 

Further : Though Christ’s people are sometimes called his 
sheep, simply on account of their being given to him in eternal 
election, as in verse 16 of this chapter; yet this is not always 
the case. They sometimes bear that name as being not only 
elected, but called; as the followers of Christ ; and thus they 
are represented in the context: I know my sheep, and am 
known of mine; they follow the Shepherd, for they know his 
voice; they go in and out, and find pasture. And in the next 
verse to that in question, My sheep hear my voice, and | know 
them, and they follow me. All those who looked for redemp- 
tion in Israel, readily embraced Christ as the Messiah, as soo 
as they heard of him ; they knew his voice, as soon as they | 
heard it, and followed him: but others, though they were of the 
house of Israel, yet, not being the real people of God, rejected 
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him as the Messiah, the great Shepherd of the sheep. He that 
is of God heareth God’s words ; ye therefore hear them not, be- 
cause ye diffe of God. * There appears, to me, a great proba: 
bilteor this being the meaning of the passage. 

But, suppose a being not of Christ’s sheep, here, to mean 
the same as not being of the number of the elect ; this can be 
no otherwise assigned as the cause of their not believing, than 
as we assign the absence of the sun as the cause of darkness. 

- Because of God’s forbearing to execute vengeance, the hearts 
of the sons of men are fully set in them to do evil; but no one, 
it is hoped, will think evil excusable on that account. See Dr. 
Gill’s Cause of God and Truth, Part H. pp. 100. 222. Part Il: 
p» 77. First Edition. 

Mr. B. assigns man’s natural incapacit, y as another reason of 
his not, believing, and says, “Sacred scripture every where 

_ abounds with passages to this purpose.” (p. 55.) Well: If 
this assertion can be made good, something wiil be effected to 

‘purpose. In proof of it, however, no more than two passages 
are produced ; viz. John vi. 44, Noman can come unto me, 
&c.—and J Cor. ii. 14.. The natural man receiveth not the 
things of the Spirit of God, neither can he know them, &c. It 
is true, if these two will prove the point, they are ‘equal to two 
hundred : but it were as well not to speak of such great num- 
bers, unless more were produced. To what Mr. B. says on both 
these passages, it is replied, If the term cannot will prove this 
their inability to be natural and innocent, it will prove the 
same of the inability of those who are in the flesh, and cannot 
please God, and of those whose eyes are full of adultery, and 
who cannot cease from sin. Mr..B. takes no notice of what was 
said before, on those modes of speaking ; but, instead of that, 
puts us off with barely informing us, that ‘‘ this is sufficient for 
him ;?? and with asking his reader, ‘‘ Does not this seem to strike 
you at once, that our Lord is here representing man’s natural 
inability ?”’ (pp. 56, 57.) 

Mr. B. thinks I am strangely inconsistent, in maintaining that 
man’s inability consists wholly in the evil state of his heart, or 
en, and yet allowing it to be total (p. 56.) ; and elsewhere 

seems to wonder greatly at the same thing. (p. 93.) I alse 
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might wonder, that one who professes to believe in the ¢otal de- 
pravity of human nature, should object in such a manner. Must 


not that inability be total, which proceeds frou rather con- 


- sists in, total depravity ? an 
Tf by total, Mr. B. means unable in every respect; 1 grant I 
do not think man is, in that sense, totally unable to be ieve in 


Christ. But an inability in one respect may be so eat in de- 
gree as to become total.* It is thus in things which» relate 
merely to a natural inability. A man may have books, and 
learning, and leisure, and so may not, én every respect, be una- 
ble to read ; and yet, being utterly blind, he is totally unable, 
notwithstanding. In respect of the inability in question, those 
that are in the flesh are totally unable to please God ; and yet 
their inability lies wholly in the evil state of their hearts towards 
God, and not in his being so difficult to be pleased, that, if his” 
ereatures were to do all they ought to do, it would be to no 
purpose. Men, by nature, are totally unable to love God with 
their heart, soul, mind, and strength ; and yet, as Mr. B. allows: — 
this to be their duty, he cannot say, their incapacity for so doing 
is natural and innocent. We consider men as spiritually dead ; 
and we consider spiritual death as a total privation of all real 
good; and this we may do without considering them as destitute 
of such faculties as, if the state of their hearts were but what it 
ought to be, would infallibly discern and embrace things of a 
spiritual nature. i 


- 
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* When we say, the depravity of man is fofal, we do not mean that it is 
incapable of augmentation ; but that it amounts to a total privation of all 
real good. ‘The depravity of the fallen angels is total ; and yet they are 
capable of adding iniquity to iniquity. 

I would wish Mr. B. to remember, that a moral inability, whether virtu- 
ous or vicious, may be as fofal as a natural inability. And I would also 
beg him to examine, whether he can form a clear idea of a person’ being 
under a moral inability to perform any action which he is, and always was, 
naturally anable to perform? For instance, can he conceive of a man born 
blind as having a violent and invincible aversion from light? I own, it 
appears tome inconceivable: and it seems equally absurd to suppose that 
sinners should be capable of aversion from a plan of salvation which was 
utterly unsuited to their natural powers. * 
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SECTION VI. 


REPLY TO MR. B.S NINTH LETTER, ON PUNISHMENTS 
BEING THREATENED AND INFLICTED FOR ae. WANT 
OF FAITH IN JESUS CHRIST. 


~ In proof of this point, reference was had to Mark xvi. 16. 

~ He that believeth not shall be damned. This passage had been 
explained by Mr. Brine as only giving the descriptive charac- 
ters of the saved and the lost. To prove the contrary, I pro- 
duced anumber of threatenings in the word of God, delivered 
against sin, in the same.mode of speaking as the above passage 
is directed against unbelief. Mr. Button thinks, that these also 
are mere descriptive characters; and that, if the scriptures used 
no other modes of speaking, we could not justly infer, that the 
punishments therein threatened were on account of the crimes 
therein specified. (p. 62.) This is very extraordinary indeed. 
As though, from sucha threatening as God shall destroy thee, O 
thou false tongue, we were not warranted to conclude, that false- 
hood is a crime, and the procuring cause of the punishment 
threatened! If this reasoning be just, it cannot be inferred, 
from the laws of England declaring that a murderer shall be put 
to death, that it is on account of his being a murderer. Neither 
could our first parents justly infer, from its being told them, The 
day ye eat of the fruit ye shall surely die, that it should be on ac- 
count of their so eating ! 

John iii. 18. He that believeth not 1s condemned already, be- 
cause he hath not believed on the name of the only-begotten Son 
of God. In urging this passage, I had grounded pretty much 
onthe term because. But Mr. B. produces another text of 
scripture, where that term is used, and cannot, he thinks, de- 
note-a procuring cause. (pp. 63, 64.) The passage to which he 
refers isJohn xvi.17. The Father himself loveth you, because 
ye have loved me. ‘To this it is replied, Suppose a word, za one 
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instance, be understood in a peculiar sense, is this sense to be 
urged as arule 6f interpreting that word in other places 2. [fit 
is, Mr. B. would be puzzled, notwithstanding what ite said in p. 
62, to prove that sin is the procuring cause of damnation. This 
is the method taken 2 the adversaries to the proper deity and 
satisfaction of Christ. e” 

But, further : I ewebeit the term because, even in this pas- 
sage, is to be taken in its proper sense, as denoting the ground, 
or reason, of a thing. ‘The love of God has (with great propri- 
ety | think) been distinguished into natural and sovereign: the 
former is God’s necessary approbation of every intelligent crea- 
ture, in proportion as it bears his holy likeness ; the latter is his 
free favour, fixed upon his elect, without the consideration of 
any thing in them, or done by them. The one is exercised to- 
wards an object while that object continues pure, and ceases 
when it becomes impure: thus God loved those angels, when 
holy, who are now fallen under his most awful displeasure. The 
other, not being founded on any thing in the creature, removes 
not from its object, but abideth forever. The propriety of the - 
above distinction may be argued from the doctrine of reconcilia- 
tion by the death of Christ. To be reconciled, is to be restor- 
ed to favour. Now, the sovereign favour of God was not forfeit- 
able ; we could not, therefore, be restored to that : but his ne- 
cessary approbation, as the Lawgiver of the world, was forfeita- 
ble ; and to that we are restored by the death of Christ.* 

The godly are the objects of God’s natural love, as bearing 
his holy likeness. If any man love me, says Christ, he will keep 
my words, and my Father will love him, and we will come and 
make our abode with him. If ye keep my commandments, ye 
shall abide in my love; even as I. have kept my Father’s com- 
mandments, and abide in his love. And thus, in the passage re- 
ferred to, The Father himself loveth you, because ye have lov- 
ed me. All this may be affirmed, without making inherent qual- 
ities any part of our justifying righteousness, or in the least in- 
juring the doctrine of God’s sovereign, eternal, and immutable 
love to his elect.t 


* The reader will remember, I am reasoning with those who allow of 
the love of God to elect sinners being sovereign and unforfeitable. 
+ See Mr. R. Hall’s Help to Zion’s ree pp. 25—4 1. 
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_ Mr. B.’s expositions of divers passages of scripture are found- 
ed upon the supposition, that nothing more than an external ac- 
knowledgment of the Messiah was required of the Jews. Thus 
he interprets Luke xix. 27. | Those mine enemies, who would not 
that I should reign over them, bring hither, and slay them before 
me, (p. 65.) and John v. 43. Lam come in my Father’s name, 
and ye receive me not. (p. 85.) In reply to these interpre- 
tations, { might refer the reader to what was said before on 
the Second Psalm ; namely, that if Christ had been a mere civil 
governor, or sucha Messiah as the Jews expected, then an 
external submission might have been sufficient ; but not other- 
wise. 

{seriously wish Mr. B. to consider the import of his own 
words, in page 85. ‘‘ Supreme love to God,” he says, “* would 
have led the Jews to have embraced. Christ as the Son of Ged, 
and the Messiah ; but not to embrace him in a way of special 
faith.” What is special faith, unless it is to embrace Christ in 
his true character, aS REVEALED IN THE scripTURES? Surely, 
it is not a receiving of him under some representation in which 
he is not rHEerg exhibited. To receive him as the Messiah, is 
to fall in with the ends and designs of his mission ; and these 
were the glory of God, and the salvation of sinners in a way 
that should abase their pride, and destroy their idols. . Nothing 
short of this can, with any propriety, be called a receiving him 
as the Messiah. _ I believe the scripture knows. nothing, and 
makes nothing, of any thing else. _He came to his own, and his 
own received hin not ; but as many as received him, to them gave 
he power to become the sons of God.* No intimation is. here 
given, that there is a third class of people, who neither re- 
ceive Christ spiritually, nor reject him. According to the New 
Testament, they who received him were true Christians : and 
they who heard the gospel, and were not true believers, receiv- 
ed him not. 

Mr. B.’s remarks upon 2 Thes. it. 1O—12. conclude his Ninth 
Letter. (p.65.) Notwithstanding what he has there said, I con- 
tinue to think that sinners are culpable for not receiving the love 
of the truth. Mr. B. supposes, that their not receiving the love 
of the truth, is only mentioned as an evidence of their being the 


* John i. 11, 12. 
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non-elect 3 though he, at the same time, explains God’s send-. 
ing them strong delusions, as a giving them up to judicial blind- 


ness. But it ought to be remembered, that Gdd does not give 


men up to judicial blindness because they are not elected, nor 
merely from the “sovereignty of his will ;” but asa punishment 
of former sins. I would therefore ask, What is the sin for which 
the persons in the text are thus punished ? The apostle him- 
self answers, Because they receive not the love of the truth. 

Further : I cannot grant, that a not receiving the love of the 
truth zs an evidence of non-election ; since it is true of the elect 
while unbelievers, as well as of the non-elect. 

In the punishing of sinners in this life, God frequently adapts 
the nature of the punishment to that of the crime. Of this the 


text in question is an awful illustration. Because men believe 


not the truth, God sends them a strong delusion, that they may 
believe a lie ; and, because they have pleasure in unrighteous- 
ness, he suffers them to be deceived with all deceivableness of 


unrighteousness. 


SECTION VII. 


REPLY TO MR. B.’S TENTH LETTER, ON SPIRITUAL DIs- 
POSITIONS. 


Berne about, in my former essay, to prove spiritual dispo- 
sitions incumbent on men in general, I thought it best, at en- 
tering upon that subject, to express my own ideas of the 
term spiritual. It appeared, to me, that, when applied to the 
dispositions of the mind, it always signified TRULY HoLy, in 
opposition to carnal. At the same time, I supposed my views 
on this subject might not be universally granted. I never meant, 
therefore, to lay them down as the data of the argument ; but 
proposed, rather, to proceed upon undisputed principles. On 
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that account, i passed over this part of the subject without 
dwelling a it; which Mr. B. ‘calls “ giving it up.” (p. 
70.) The criterion, as he acknowledges, by which it was pro- 
posed to judge of spiritual dispositions, was their having the 
promise of spiritual blessings. This was the ground on which 
I all along proceeded ; trying the matter wholly by scrip- 
ture evidence, endeavouring to prove, that those things are 
required of men in general, to which spiritual and eternal 
. blessings are abundantly promised. But Mr. B. has passed 
all this over, and has only carried on what I should think an 
unnecessary dispute about what he calls “natural and spiritu- 
al holiness.” Surely be could have but very little concern 
with that on which I grounded no argument; his business 
was to attend to that upon which the whole was rested. But, 
instead of fairly discussing the subject upon that ground, he 
has taken up the whole of his letter in finding fault with my 
definition of spiritual dispositions ; though no other end is an- 
‘'swered by it, that I can perceive, than to show that he is of 
one opinion, and I of another. 

In one part of his letter, Mr.. B. gave us some reason ‘to 
hope, that he would have left this manner of writing, and 
have come to the argument: ‘I shall add no more,” says 
he, ‘‘on this head; especially as Mr. F. soon gives it up, 
by saying, ‘If this, (that is the defining of spiritual dis- 
positions to be such as are truly holy,*) however plain it 
may appear to me, should not be universally allowed, I may 
go upon a more undisputed ground.’ ” Mr. B. asks, “ And 
what ground is this ?””—He then answers himself, ‘ Why, 
says Mr. F. “ the criterion by which I shall all along judge 
of what are spiritual dispositions, will be their having the 
promise of spiritual blessings.’ Whether these dispositions 
be incumbent on carnal men, let us now inquire.” (p. 70.) 
Thus far Mr. B. in his quotation from mine. Would not 
the reader now expect, that he was about to enter upon a 


* I suppose it must be entirely by mistake, that Mr. B. has repre- 
sented me (in p. 70) as maintaining the distinction of “ natural and spi- 
ritual holiness ;?? and as informing my readers, that this distinction “ ap- 
pears plain to me.” I have veniured, therefore to alter what he had 
inclosed in a parenthesis, to what [suppose he intended to write. 
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fair discussion: of the subject, upon the fore- “mentioned cris 
_ terion, to which he could have no. reasonable obje .? And 
' yet, strange as it is, he never touches the subject ‘upon’ that 
ground; but, though he had said he ‘‘ should add no more”? up- 


on the other, yet immediately returns, saying nothing but the . 


same things over and over again. 

When we come to Mr. B.’s. remarks on the capacity of man 
in innocence for spiritual obedience, we shall take notice of what 
is here offered in support of a distinction of holiness into natu- 
ral and spiritual. At present, I may reply to some other things 
included in this letter. 

Spiritual dispositions were said to be such as were TRULY 
noty. Mr. B. finds great fault with this, as it might be sup- 
posed he would. And yet I see not wherein it differs from 
the apostle’s account of the new man, that it is created after 
God in righteousness and TRUE HOLINESS ;* to which the same 
objections might be made as to the above. That God i is. am- 
mutable in his nature, Mr. B. will allow: and that h is imge 
must be the sameis equally evident. That which is created 
after him, must ever be the same, in one period‘as in another. 
If the image of God is not now what it was formerly, it must be 
owing to an alteration in the nature of his moral perfections. 
There cannot be two essentially different images of the same 
divine original. 

Further: It was said, “‘ Whenever applied to the disposi- 
tions of the mind, spiritual stands opposed to carnal; and 
that, in the criminal sense of the word.” Mr. B. remarks this 
as amistake; ‘ for,” says he, “ spiritual, in 1 Cor. ii. 14, is 
opposed to natural. The natural man receiveth not the things 
of the Spirit of God,” &c. (p 67.) But, I apprehend, that 
the word “ natural,’’ (uyimos) in the text, is of the same im- 
port with carnal. To say that the natural man receiveth pot 
the things of the Spirit of God, is equal to saying, that the 

,carnal man receiveth them not; or he, who, whatever be his 
acquisitions in science, is under the influence of that corrupt 
nature which we all derive from Adam. Having nothing in 
him which is truly good, nothing correspondent with divine 
truths, all his vg ibour, and toil about those truths is to as 
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little pur ale as that of the meiliee Sodom about Lot’s. door. 
This, Tak is the purport of Mr. B.’s quotation from Calvin. 
(p- 58.) ' 

Depravity, though it is, strictly speaking, no ect of our 
nature; yet is become natural, as it. were, to us; and hence 
it is common for us to call a carnal, unconverted state, @ state 
of nature; and the scripture speaks of our being by nature 
the children of wrath. A state of nature in this use of the 
term is “evidently put, not for the state of man as created, but 
as fallen. And respecting the text in question, it does not ap- 
pear probable, that the Holy Spirit would have here used a 
term, to have expressed the nature of man in its purest state, 
which he every where else, when applying it to the disposi- 
tions, of the mind, uses to express a state of abominable in- 
iquity.* 

Dr. Gill says of the law, that “it requireth spiritual ser- 
vice and obedience.” This I quoted before, supposing it ex- 
pressive of my own sentiments; but Mr. B. assures me I am 
mistaken, and that Dr. Gill meant no such thing. By “ spi- 

ttual service and obedience,”’ it is said, he meant “ a serving 
t with our minds ; a worshipping God in spirit and in truth ; 
\ loving it with all our hearts and souls ; as well as a perform- 
ince of all the outward acts of religion and duty.” (p. 71.) 
Nhat was Dr. Gill’s meaning I cannot tell; nor is it worth 
while to dispute about it, as the opinion of the greatest unin- 
spired writer is not decisive : otherwise I should think he had 
no such distinctions in his mind as Mr. B. imputes to him. 
But, be his meaning what it might, there certainly is no dif- 
ference between worshipping God in spirit and in truth, and the 
exercise of “ spiritual principles and dispositions, such as flow 
from Christ Jesus.’? Suppose we follow Mr. B. in his distinc- 
tion of holiness, into natural and spiritual ; and of spirituality, 
into legal and evangelical : a worshipping of God in spirit and 
in truth must belong to the latter, and not to the former. It 
must not be only spiritual, but ‘* evangelically spiritual ;” for 
Christ is speaking of true worshippers under the gospel dis- 
pensation : and they are said to be such whom the Father 


* See Jamesiii.16, Earthly, seNsvAL, dev lsh; 3 and N ude 18, SENSUAL, 
having not the Spirit. ; 
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seeketh to worship him. See Jobniv. 23,24. The “anes 
_ tinetions appear to me to be more curious th ; but, 
be they ever so just, they will not furnish us with Fe to 
the argument upon the fore-cited passage. , 


If 1 understand what Mr. B. means by a spirituality which — 
is different in nature from that which is evangelical; it is _ 


what is so called, not on account of its nature, but of the sub- 
gect over which it extends ; viz. the spirit, or mind, of man. 
But he should have considered, that, when the law is called 
spiritual,* (which it is only in one passage,) it is not in oppo- 
sition to corporeal, but to carnal ; just as the principle of holi- 
ness in the hearts of believers, or the spirit, is opposed to the 
flesh. This was noticed before, to which Mr. B. has made no 
reply. 

“ According to Mr. F. it is satd, there is no alteration made 
in religion by the interposition of Christ to be incarnate, and 
his mediation ; no change in the abolishing of the old cove- 
nant and the establishment of the new; no alteration in the 
nature of our obedience.” (p. 73.) Ihope the enclosing of 
this passage in reversed commas, and ascribing it to me, was 
without design. The passage was taken, by Mr. B. from Dr. 
Owen on the Spirit, p. 461. He has given us it at large, in 
p- 68 of his remarks. Dr. Owen delivered it as containing the 
sentiments of those against whom he was writing, who held 
the gospel to be only a sort of new edition of the law of na- 
ture. I must do myself the justice, however, to deny their 
being my sentiments, any more than my words. I have ac- 
knowledged the contrary, in p. 119. Nor are they so much 
as‘ consequences deducible from any thing I have advanced. 
Mr. B. might, with equal propriety, go about to prove a dif- 
ference between the principles of the Old and New Testa- 
ment saints ; since the religion under the law is different from 
that under the gospel, though they agree (as Dr. Owen, in 
the same passage, observes) in their ‘ Author, Object, and 
End.” ‘No: Mr. B. will reply, “these are doubtless the 
same.’ Then we might retort, in his own mode of reasoning, 
‘If so, “there is no change made by abolishing the Mosaic 
dispensation ; no diff re ce between that and the gospel-dis- 
pensation ; and no alteration thereby made in religion.” 


*orveumarinos, Rom, vil. 14, 
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But Mr. B? S$ argument and objections upon this subject will 
be consi more particularly in the two folowing sections. 


& : 
SECTION VIII. 
REPLY TO MR. B.’S ELEVENTH LETTER, ON THE STATE 
OF MAN IN INNOCENCE; WHETHER HE WAS IN- 
CAPABLE OF DOING THINGS SPIRITUALLY GOOD. 


Upon this single point of Adam’s incapacity to do things spirit- 
ually good, Mr. B. rests almost all his arguments. He seems 
very desirous of taking this matter for granted, and actually 
does take it for granted, in various places ; arguing and ex- 
claiming upon the supposition of this sentiment being true, 
though be knows that will not be granted him. Hence, his 
answer to my reply to the objection on the necessity of a divine 
principle in order to believing. (p. 94.) Iff held Mr. B.’s 
sentiment in this matter, then I should not be able upon that 
ground to establish my own! This is the amount of what 
he has there advanced. Hence also, his exclamation of my 
imputing cruelty to the Holy One; (pp- 56. 88. 9E ) that is, 
that it would be “‘ cruel and shocking for God to require that 
‘which is beyond the powers of man in his present or primitive 
state.” I grant it ; but that is what I never affirmed. If our 
principles are charged with absurdity, they should be proved 
to be inconsistent with themselves, or with some allowed princi- 
ple, and not barely with those of our opponents. 

I can see no force in the quotation from Mr. Brine ; (p. 57.) 
wherein a cannot and a will not, in respect of coming to Christ, 
are said to be distinct things, unless this sentiment is first ta- 
ken for granted. ‘We cannot come to Christ,” he says, Cas 
we are destitute of a principle of life 5 and we will not, as we 
are the subjects of vicious habits.” Now, I would ask, what 
is the want of a principle of life, but the want of a holy bias 
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of mind to glorify God? And this is no otherwise a different 
thing from aversion of heart from him, than as a negative evil 
differs from one that is positive. The want ofa principle of 
honesty in an intelligent being is no excusable thing. any more 
than positive villany. I know of no answer that can be made 
to this way of reasoning, but by maintaining that a principle of _ 
life is something different ffom a principle of uprightness towards’ 

’ God; something different, in its nature, from what man, in his. 
most upright condition, could possess. If this were asserted, I 
should no otherwise reply, than by asking for proof. In the 
above argument, this sentiment is assumed as if it were a truth 
allowed on both sides ; whereas that’ is not the case. Sup- 
posing the notion of Adam’s incapacity to do things spiritually 
good were a truth ; to take it for granted in such a manner as 
this, is contrary to all fair reasoning. It is no other than beg- 
ging the question. But [ am not yet convinced that the thing 
itself is true ; and, if the foundation is bad, the superstructure 
must fall. 

Two questions here require a discussion ; viz. What, evi- 
dence has Mr, B. produced in support of this his favourite hy- 
pothesis ? and, What has he done towards overturning the ar- 
guments for the contrary ? 

I, Waar Evipence was Mr. B. pRoDUCED IN SUPPORT OF THIS 
HIS FAVOURITE HYPOTHESIS ? The subject we are now discuss- 
ing is of a fundamental nature, in respect of the main question 
between us. It is the corner-stone upon which the whole 
fabric of Mr, B.’s scheme is founded : we have reason to expect, 
therefore, that this should be well laid in solid, scriptural evi- 
dence. However some truths may be more fully revealed than 
others, I should think I ought to suspect that system whose first 
and fundamental principles are ‘not well supported. 

Let us examine what Mr. B. has offered. He apprehends 
the phrases new man—new heart—new spirit—new creature, . 
&c. imply this sentiment, and are inconsistent with that which 
he opposes. (p. 83.) To this it is replied, The whole force 
of this argument rests upon the supposition that the term new, 
in these passages, stands opposed to a state of primitive purity : 
whereas every one knows that the new heart stands Opposed =» 
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to the stony heart ; and the new man to the old man, which is 
corrupt according to the deceitful lusts.* 

Further: Mr. B. thinks this sentiment supported by a pas- 
sage in Rom. vii. 6. <‘ But now we are delivered from the 
law, that being dead wherein we were held that we should 

“Serve in newness of spirit, and not in the oldness of the letter.” 
. (p- 73.) But his sense of the passage, if it prove any thing for 
him, will prove too much. He maintains that spiritual dispo- 


| Sitions are a conformity to he law, though not to the law only ; 


(p- 68.) but the apostle says, they were delivered from the law 
of which he speaks. Yet Mr. B. will not say that we are, by 
grace, delivered from all obligation to the requirements of the 
moral law. To suit his sentiments, therefore, it should rather 
have been said, we serve partly in newness of the spirit, and 
partly in the oldness of the letter. 

Whether “ the oldness of the letter’? be here to be under- 
stood of the manner in which the converted Jews used formerly 
to worship God ; tenaciously adhering to the letter of their cer- 
emonial law, instead of entering into its spirit, or design, and of 
worshipping God in spirit and in truth ; or whether it mean the 
moral law, in its particular form of a covenant of works ; (which 
seems to agree with the scope of the place ;) it certainly does. 
not mean that for which Mr. B. produces it. The ‘“ oldness of. 
the letter,” in which they once served, is not here put for that 
way of serving God which was exercised in a state of innocence, 
but inastate of unregeneracy, It was when they were in the flesh, 
(v. 5.) that this sort of service was carried on, to which the 
other is opposed. It must be such a sort of service, therefore, 
as could have in it no real conformity to the law ; seeing they 
that are in the flesh cannot please God ; the carnal. mindis en- 
mity against God; is not subject to the law of God, neither in- 
deed can be. 

It is very common for Mr. B. to apply that whichis: spoken of 
man as now born into the world, to man in a state of innocence. 
Thus he has applied a passage in Dr. Owen. (p. 81.) The 
Pelagian figment, that “ what we have by nature, we have by 
grace, because God is the author of nature,” means what we 
have “by natural propagation ;” as the Doctor himself ex- 

_ plains it, as we are now born into the world.} 


* Ezek, xxxvi. 26. Ephes. iv. 22—24, 2Cor. v. 17. 
+ Owen onthe Spirit, p. 452. 
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Ido not recollect any passages of scripture on which Mr. B. 
has pretended to ground his fundamental principle ; fundamen- 
tal, I call it, because, as was said before, it lies at the founda- 
tion of all his other principles wherein we differ. 1 wish Mr. 
B. and the reader seriously to consider whether the above pas- 
sages convey such asentiment; whether they can fairly be ap- 
plied to the support of it; and, if not, whether that which lies 
at the foundation of his hypothesis has any foundation in the word 
of God. 

But Mr. B. though he has not, that [ recollect, produced 
any other scriptural evidence for the sentiment in question than 
what has been noticed, yet has attempted to argue the matter 
out by reason. I had said, ‘‘ It appears to me that the scrip- 
ture knows nothing of natural holiness, as distinguished from 
spiritual holiness ; that it knows of but one kind of real holi- 
ness, and that is a conformity to the holy law of God.” In an- 
swer to this, Mr. B. does not pretend to inform us where the 
scripture does make this distinction, or from what parts of it 
such a distinction may be inferred ; but only asserts, that, 
‘there is a difference,” and goes about to inform us wherein 
that difference consists. (pp. 67, 68.) Let us now attend to 
what is there advanced. The sum of the supposed difference 
is made to consist in three things. é 

1. “The one was possessed by Adam in innocence, and 
would have been conveyed, by natural generation, to his poste- 
rity; the other we derive from Christ, by the influence of the 
Holy Spirit.” Answer: This does not prove them to be of a 
different nature, but merely to spring from different causes, 
and to flow through different channels. Man, in innocence; en- 
joyed the approbation of his Maker ; so do believers, as justified 
in Christ’s righteousness, and sanctified by his Spirit. Divine 
approbation, in itself considered, is the same thing in the one 
case as in the other; but the means by which it is enjoyed are 
very different. 

2. ‘Natural holiness consists in conformity to the holy law 
of God; spiritual holiness, to the law and gospel too.” An- 
ewer: That all holiness is a conformity to some law, or rule 
of action, given by God to his creatures, is certain; and, if 
spiritual holiness is a conformity to the gospel in something 
wherein it fs not a conformity to the moral law, then the gos- 
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pel must, after all, be a new law, or a new rule of action. But 

what necessity for this? ‘‘If the pure and holy law of God re- 
quires every man cordially to receive and heartily to approve 
of the gospel ;” (as Mr. B. in p. 49, says it does,) then what 
room is there for the above distinction? A cordial reception 
and hearty approbation of the gospel is the very essence of 
eran to it. 

3. “Natural holiness was liable to be lost; but spiritual 
holiness never was liable to, never was, never can be, lost.” 
Answer : This proves nothing to the point, unless the reason 
why spiritual holiness cannot be lost is owing to its nature, or 
kind, and not to the promise and perpetual preservation of the 
Holy Spirit. A principle the same ‘in nature, may be pro- 
duced in one subject, and left to the conduct of that subject 
to preserve it in being; while in another subject in different 
circumstances, its existence may be infallibly secured by the 
promise and power of God. It is generally supposed, that 
the elect angels were confirmed in their state of original puri- 
ty. Supposing this to have been the case, that confirmation, 
though it rendered their holiness, like that in believers, inad- 
missible, yet it did not in the least alter its marure. It had 
not been a confirmation, if it had. Nor is there any reason, 
that I know of, to conclude, that the holiness in the elect an- 
gels was of a different nature from that which originally ex- 
isted in those who fell. [have no notion of any principle in 
my soul that is, in its own nature, necessarily immortal. My 
experience teaches me, that I shoald as soon cease to love 
Christ, and the gospel, and every thing of a spiritual nature, 
as Adam ceased to love God, were it not for the perpetual in- 
fluence of his Holy Spirit. 

That none of the above differences make any thing in proving 
the point, is equally evident from Mr. B’s.. own principles, as 
from what has been now alleged. He supposes spiritual holi- 

“ness, or the holiness which is in believers, to be a conformity 
to the Jaw, though not to the law only. Very well; so far, 
then, as spiritual holiness is a conformity to the law, it is, and 
must be, the same, in nature, as what he calls natural holiness ; 
and yet they differ in all the circumstances above-mentioned. 
That conformity to the law, of which believers are now the 
subjects, and which must have been incumbent upon them 
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while unbelievers, is ‘‘ derived from Christ as their head, and 
comes by the influence of the Holy Spirit, and not by natural 
generation ;” neither “can it ever be lost,” so as to become 
totally extinct. These are things, therefore, which do not at- 
fect the nature of holiness ; and-so are insufficient to support a 
distinction of it into two kinds, the one essentially different from 
the other. 

Upon the whole, I think, Mr. B. in treating upon this sub- \ 
ject, has proceeded in much the same manner as when dis- 
cussing the definition of faith. In order to prove that holi- 
ness in the hearts of believers is something essentially differ- 
ent, or different in its nature, from what was possessed by 
man in innocence; he proves, or rather asserts, from Dr. 
Owen, that it ‘fis am EFFECT OF ANOTHER CaUSE, and differs 
in the opyects of its vital acts; there being new revelations 
now, which were not before.” (pp. 76, 77.) All this is al- 
lowed ; and it proves what Dr. Owen meant it to prove ; viz. 
that we are not, after the manner of the Socinians, to make 
Christianity a mere revival of the law of nature. It proves” 
that there are “some. differences,” as he expresses it,* be- 
tween the life of Adam and that of a believer; but it does not 
prove an essential difference in their principles; nor did’ 
the Doctor mean it, I should suppose, to prove any such 
thing. 


= ) 


SECTION IX. 


THE CAPACITY OF MAN IN INNOCENCE TO BELIEVE, 
AND TO DO THINGS SPIRITUALLY GOOD, FURTHER 
CONSIDERED. ‘ 


t 


We now proceed to the second question ; viz. Waar HAs 
Mr. B. DoNE TO OVERTURN THE ARGUMENTS ON THIS SUBJECT, 
WHICH HE HAS UNDERTAKEN TO ANSWER? Some things he has 


* Owen on the Spirit, p. 241. 
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passed over: he has said nothing, for instance, to what was 
advanced on the case of Cain and Abel;.or on the difference 
between an essential and a circumstantial incapacity in our 
first parents to believe in Christ. I had attempted to prove, 
that the spirit and conduct of Adam, in innocence, were no- 
thing more nor less than a perfect conformity to the holy law 
of God ; that the same might be said of Jesus Christ, so far 
as he was our example; and consequently, the same of Chris- 
tians, so far as they are formed after that example. In proof 
of the Jast two positions, several passages of scripture were pro- 
duced. On these Mr. B. has made some remarks. 

Psalm xl. 8. I delight to do thy will, O my God; yea thy law 
is within my heart. What Mr. B. says (p. 79) of the will of 
the Father extending to Christ’s laying down his life as a sacri- 
fice for sinners, I think is true ; but nothing to the purpose. I 
was speaking of Jesus Christ, so far as he was our example ; but , 
what have his sufferings, ‘‘as a sacrifice for sinners,’’ to do in 
this matter ? Was he designed herein to be our example ? Sure- 
ly not. If the moral law be allowed to be “ herein included,” 
that is sufficient. And, if this were not allowed, since Mr. B. 
acknowledges, that the Lord Jesus Christ, throughout his life, 
yielded obedience to the moral law,” and has pointed out no 
other obedience, wherein he was our example, than this ;* the 
point is given up, and all the questions in pages 78 and 81 are 
to no purpose. 

Jer. xxxi. 33. I will put my law in their inward parts, and 
write it in their hearts, &c. Mr. B. thinks the term Jaw, here, 
‘¢ includes the law of faith, or thé gospel ; and also what the 
apostle, in Rom. vii. 23. calls the law of the mind; and espe- 
cially as the apostle, when he quotes the passage in Heb. viii. 
10, uses the plural word Jaws.” (pp. 80, 81) The plu- 
ral word laws, in scripture and in common speech, signifies 
no more than the different parts, or branches, of the same 
law; and is of the same import with the word command- 
ments. 1 think, with Mr. B., that each of the above ideas are 


*It is true, Christ was our example in his conforming to positive institu- 
tions ; but this is included in obedience to the moral law, which requires a 
compliance with whatever God shall, at any time, think proper to enjoin ; 
‘and will hardly be supposed to require a distinct principle for the perform- 
-nce of it. 
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included : not, however, as so many distinct laws put into the 
heart. For God to write his law in the heart, is only another 
mode of speaking for giving us a heart to love.that law ; and if 
the law ‘requires a cordial reception, and hearty approbation 
of the gospel ;” (as Mr. B. in page 49, owns it does.) then, in. 
a fallen creature, to whom the gospel is preached, a heart to 
love that law must include a heart to embrace the gospel ; and 
a heart to love the law and embrace the gospel, is the principle 
of holiness, called the law of the mind.* 

An argument was drawn from the term renewed, as applied 
to our regeneration, Op this Mr B. remarks, as follows: “I 
think, at. the resurrection, the same body that dies will be 
raised: but I think the state in which it will rise will be 
more than circumstantially, it will be essentially, different from 
that in which it was laid in the grave; except corruption and 
incorruption, dishonour and glory, weakness and power, natural 
and spiritual, are essentially the same.” (p. 83.) So far from 
this making for Mr. B., one need not desire a better argument 
against him. He thinks, he says, that the same body that dies 
will be raised ; I think so too, or it would not have been called 
a resurrection: Jet him only acknowledge that the same 


* After Mr. B. has acknowledged, that “the law of God requires a cor- 
dial reception of the gospel,’’ it is somewhat surprising that he should 
reason, as follows:—‘“If the law commanded faith, in felation to Christ 
crucified, it must then acquaint us with Christ crucified. It would be an 
unreasonable law to enjoin an act about such an object, and never discover 
one syllable of that object to us.”’ (p. 92.) It certainly would be unreason- 
able to require faith without a rewelation of the object ; and, where that is 
not revealed, we do not suppose it incumbent, But, if the gospel reveal 
the object of faith, the moral law may require it to be embraced, Mr. B. 
himself being judge. Ifthelaw cannot reasonably require faith towards an 
object which itself doth not reveal; then, what will become of his natural 
and common faith in a crucified Christ, which he allows is required by the 
law? Does the law reveal Christ as the object of this kind of faith, any 
more than the other? Mr. B. cannot say it does. The above quotation, I 
suppose, is taken from Mr, Charnock. I bave not the first edition of his 
works, and so cannot follow Mr. B.in his references; but, if Mr. Char- 
nock’s meaning were what the connexion of his words, as introduced by 
Mr. B. seems to represent, it is certainly contrary to the whole tenor 
of his writings; and [ believe no such thought ever entered his heart, as to 
question whether faith in Christ were the duty of sinners. 
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principle that was lost is restored, or it would not have been’ 
represented as a renovation ; and weare satished. Let him but 
allow this, and he is welcome to dwell upon as many differences, 
as to causes and objects, as he can find. If this be but granted, 
all that he can say besides cannot prove an essential difference. 
It is very extraordinary for Mr. B. to suppose that it can. 
That which is essential to any thing, is that without which it 
would not be that thing. If corruption, dishonour, or weak- 
* ness, belonged to the essence of the body, then it could not be 
the same body without them. These cause a difference as tow 
the circumstances and condition of the body; they do not, how-_ 
ever, so alter its essence, but that it is the same body through 
all its changes. 

What is here advanced does not suppose that “ corruption 
and incorruption, natural and_ spiritual, are essentially the 
same.” Doubtless they are different and opposite qualities ; 
but the question is, Do these qualities cause an essential differ- 
ence in the bodies to which they pertain? If any one were dis- 
posed to prove an essential difference between the principles of 
saints on earth and saints in heaven, he might easily accomplish 
his purpose, according to Mr. B.’s mode of reasoning. He 
might say, ‘ They are more than czrcumstantially, they are es- 
sentially different : the one are weak. the other strong ; these 
are attended with opposing carnality, those are free from all 
opposition. Now here is an essential difference ; except weak- 
ness and strength, faith and sight, remaining impurity and per- 
fect holiness, were essentially the same !” 

If Mr. B. should reply, that he did not plead for an. essen- 
tial difference between-the body when it dies and when it is 
raised, but between the state of the body at those different peri- 
ods; I answer, Then what he has said is mere trifling, nothing 
at all to the purpose. His design was to illustrate an essential 
difference between the principles of man in innocence and 
those in believers, and not barely in the state and circumstances 
of those principles ; otherwise there had been no dispute be- 
tween us, ; 

The only question, it was before observed, to which the 
whole ought to be reduced, was this, WueTuer supreme 
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s * rune, WHO HAS THE GOSPEL PREACAED TO HIM, TO EMBRACE 
rue Lorp Jesus CHRrist, AND HIS WAY OF saLvATION? The 
arguments which were thought sufficient to establish this ques- 
tion in the affirmative, were urged in pages 39—41, and 81— 
83, of the former treatise. To this Mr. B. has made no other 
reply than the following: “Supreme love to God will lead a 
man to embrace any revelation God. makes of himself; but it 
will not, it cannot, lead a man to embrace what God does not 
reveal. Supreme love to God would lead no fallen creature to 

qembrace Christ in a way of special faith, without Christ being 
“revealed, and revealed in an internal manner by the Holy 
Ghost. There is no true believing without revelation, without 
evidence.” (pp. 85, 86.) Special faith, then, it seems, con- 
sists in believing something which is not revealed in the scrip- 
cures, and of which there is there no evidence. Well: if this 
be special faith, we need have no further dispute about it; for 
I shall agree with him, that it is what no man is in the least 
obliged to. 

‘Mr. B. in the outset, the reader will remember, allowed, 
that a believing of our interest in the blessings of the gospel, 
was not essential to true faith; (p. 10.) and yet, what is here 
advanced cannot, one should think, proceed upon any other 
supposition. His view of the subject, so far as I understand it, 
supposes, that common faith, such as a man may have, and 
perish, consists in believing no more than what is already re- 
vealed in the Bible ; and that special faith consists in believing 
our personal interest in it. But this being no where revealed 
in the scriptures, any otherwise than by giving descriptive 
characters, an immediate revelation from heaven becomes neces- 
sary to acquaint the party of his peculiar privilege, before he 
can believe himself entitled to it. 

That there is an internal as well as an external revelation, 
is readily allowed ; but, I apprehend this revelation to consist 
in the eyes of the understanding being enlightened ; and that, 
not to discover any new truth, which was never before reveal- 
ed, but that which was already sufficiently made known in the 
holy scriptures, and which nothing but our criminal blindness 
could conceal from our minds. See Ephes. i. 17, 18. I think 
with Mr. Brine, that ‘to imagine that God now affords such 
light as will enable us to make discoveries of truths not already 
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revealed to us in his word, is REAL ENTHUSIASM, and has nothing 
to support it in the holy scriptures.°* 

Perhaps, I shall be told, that Mr. Brine made an internal 
revelation the ground of an obligation to believe in Christ. , I 
suppose he did, when engaged in ¢his controversy ; but when 
engaged with a Deist, in the piece referred to, he probably for- 
got what in other instances had escaped from his pen, and nobly 
defended the Christian religion from mrRaTIONALITY OR ENTHU- 
stasm.t 

"A great deal of Mr. B.’s reasoning tends, in my opinion, 
rather to degrade a state of primitive purity than to exalt 
that in which -we are placed through Christ. I cannot per- 


* Christian Religion not destitute of Arguments, p. 44. 

t It is somewhat singular, that Mr. B. should charge me with making 
it the duty of any man to believe without,evidence. This nearly amounts 
to what others have asserted, that I make it incumbent on them to believe 
a lie. The definition of faith, which I have heretofore given, is the belief 
ofthe rRuTH. If truth and falsehood, then, are the same thing, the charge 
may be well founded; but not otherwise. If a persuasion of a personal 
interest in the blessings of the gospel were what denominated us believers, 
there might be something plausible in Mr. B.’s mode of reasoning ; but 
this he does not pretend to maintain, Dr. Withers appears, in some 
places, to maintain this idea: and considers faith, as generally used in 
scripture, to signify ‘either an assent to the Bible,” as containing the his- 
tory of our Lord, and other important matters; or else, denoting ‘‘the 
knowledge, the assurance of an interest in its present and promised bless- 
ings:” (p. 73.) and from pages 153 to 156, be presents us with a long list 
of scriptures, as ifto confirm this second idea of faith ; but which evidently 
only prove what I never thought of doubting, that believers may have a 
consciousness of their having passed from death unto life, and not that it is 
this consciousness which denominates them believers. Indeed, he himself 
tells us in a note, (p. 185.) thata man may be a believer without this con- 
sciousness. What is it, then, which constitutes him a believer in that 
sense which is connected with a title to eternal life? He will hardly 
assert, that every one who assents to the divine inspiration of the Bible is 
in a state of salvation. And as to an assurance of being interested in the 
blessings of the gospel, (supposing this were a just idea of faith,) he could 
not be ignorant that I never made it incumbent upon all who hear the 
gospel: but one should think a man must be a believer before he can be 
conscious of it, or of any thing, in him that is truly good, or possess any 
‘well-grounded persuasion of an interest in Christ; and, if so, such a 
consciousness, or persuasion, cannot be that which denominates bim a be- 
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ceive that he represents the latter to any better advantage than 
we do. All the difference is, that he seems to think meanly of 
supreme love to God, as if it were something vastly inferior to 
that of which Christiins are now the subjects. Thus he tells 
us, from Mr. Charnock, ‘“ that a new creature doth exceed a 
rational creature, considered only as rational, more than a ra- 
tional doth a brute.” (p. 85.) True: but is a man in his 
primitive state to be considered only as rational? Does he not 
continue to be a rational being, notwithstanding he has lost his 
primitive purity ? Did Mr. Charnock, in the place referred to, 
mean to represent man in a state of primitive purity, as being 
merely rational? “* Adam, in a state of innocence,”* as Dr. 
Owen observes, ‘‘ besides his natural life, whereby he was a 
living soul, had a supernatural life with respect to its end, 
whereby he hved unto God.’’} 


| 


SECTION X. 


REPLY TO MR. B’S TWELFTH LETTER, ON DIVINE DE- 
CREES,, THE USE OF MEANS, PARTICULAR REDEMP- 
TION, &c. — 


‘HE objection from divine decrees is, to all intents and pur- 
poses, Given ur. I had said, <‘ The destruction of Pharaoh 
was determined of God to be at the time, place, and manner 
in which it actually came to pass ; and yet who will say, that he 
ought not to have taken the counsel of Moses, and let the peo- 
ple go?’ To this Mr. B. replies, ‘* But Pharaoh had an ex- 
press command to let the people go; therefore he was un- 


* Discourse on the Holy Spirit, p. 240. 
+ Ina Testimony in favour of the principles maintained by the Norfolk 
and Suffolk Association, we are told, ‘‘he was, while he stood, an upright 


gardener.” Can this be the image of God mentioned Gen. i, 27 ? 
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doubtedly criminal for not doing it : so it may be said of the rest 
of the instances produced ; and therefore these are nothing to 
the purpose.”’ (p. 88.) 1 might ask, then, What would have 
been to the purpose 2? The very circumstance of an express 
_ command, so far from destroying the propriety of the above in- 
stances, is one thing that renders them in point. The question 
here was not, Is faith a commanded duty ? (that was discussed 
elsewhere ;*) but, Can zt be such, consistently with the divine de- 
_erees? lundertook to prove that it could ; inasmuch as the 
“compliance of Pharaoh and Sihon with the messages which were 
sent them, was a commanded duty, notwithstanding the divine 
_ decrees concerning them. Mr.B., on the contrary, undertakes 
to prove that it cannot; that to suppose faith in Chri-t a com- 
manded duty, must clash with the decrees of God. Now, how 
does he prove his point ?. Why, by acknowledging, that, if the 
command be express, it may be consistent with those decre s ; that 
is, in other words, by giving up the very point in question. If 
I understand Mr. B.’s mode of reasoning, it amounts to what is 
usually called reasoning in a circle. In the contents, it is inti- 
mated, that faith cannot.be a commanded duty, becaus tis in- 
consistent with the divine decrees ; in the page to which those 
contents refer, it is suggested to be inconsistent with the divine 
decrees, becuuse it is not commanded! After all; if the thing 
itself were inconsistent, no command, however express, could 
make it otherwise. : 

Mr. B. here, and in several other places, allows, that men 
ought to use the means, and be diligently concerned about their 
eternal salvation ; to strive to enter in at the strait ate, &c. 
(pp. 38—43.) He has said nothing, however, to inform us how 
this is more consistent with the doctrine of decrees, than an ob- 
ligation to believe is. But, passing this, it is observable, that 
what one evangelist calls striving to enter, another calls enter- 
ing ;{ and, indeed, it must appear very extraordinary, if men 
ought to strive to do that which they are not obliged to do. 
Further : using the means of salvation, waiting and praying for 


* In proof that faith in Christ is expressly commanded, the: reader is re- 
ferred to p. 27—35, of the former treatise, and to Section II. of this. 
+ Luke xiii. 24, Matt, vii. 13. 
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a blessing upon them, ought to be attended to either with the 
heart, or without it. If without it, it will be but poor striving to 
enter in at the strait gate ; far enough from the sense of the pas- 
sage just cited, which denotes such a striving as that of a per- 
son in an agony ; if with it, this amounts to something spiritually 
good, and shall certainly terminate in salvation. 

What our brethren can mean, in consistency with their own 
sentiments, by making it the duty of mento use the means of 
salvation, is difficult to say. Mr. B. will not allow it to be a 
bare attendance, but, “a diligent waiting, and seeking of spir- 
itual blessings.” (pp. 36—43.) And, in the exposition upon 
Isa.xlii. 18. Look, ye blind, &c. the purport of the exhorta- 
tion is said to be, “* that they (unconverted sinners) would make 
use of their external hearing and sight, which they had, that 
they might attain to a spiritual hearing and understanding of 
divine things.” (p. 102.) But a real diligent use of means, 
always implies a true desire after the end. It is an abuse of 
language to call any thing short of this by that name. Men, 
continuing wicked, may attend what are properly called the 
means of grace; but they never attend them as the means of 
trace. Itis impossible a man should use means to obtain 
that after which he has no real desire ; but a wicked man 
has no real desire to be saved from that from which the 
gospel saves us. Using the means of grace, therefore, and 
waiting upon Ged, are spiritual exercises, and have salvya- 
tion plentifully cennected with them in the Bible. Every one 
that asketh, receiveth ; and he that seeketh findeth; and to 
him that knocketh, it shall be opened.* Many of our breth- 
ren who scruple to exhort sinners to things of a spiritual na- 
ture, will yet counsel them to watch at wisdom’s gates, and 
wait at the posts of her doors ; but these are as much spiritual 
exercises, as believing in Christ. Those who watch. daily at 
wisdom’s gates, waiting at the posts of her doors, are blessed. 
They shall find him whom they seek ; and, finding him, they 
find life, and shall obtain favour of the Lord.t The language 
of wisdom is, I love them that love me, and those that seek me 


early shall find me.} 


* Luke xi. 10. t Prov. viii. 35, 36. % [bid, viii. 17. 
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It is true, in some instances, persons are spoken of, not ac- 
cording to what they do, but according to what they profess to 
do ; and, after this manner of speaking, hypocrites are said to 
seek the Lord and to delight to know his ways, as a nation 
that did righteousness.* That is, they did those things which 
are the usual expressions of a delight in God and a desire to 
seek his face, as if they had been a righteous people : but, as 
to the things themselves, they are, strictly speaking, spiritual 
" exercises, and are constantly so to be understood throughout 
the Bible.” That manner of seeking God which is practised 
by hypocrites, will hardly be pretended to be the duty of men 
in general ; and, except in those cases, neither seeking God’s 
face, nor waiting upon him, I believe, are ever used in the 
scripture for such an attendance on God’s worship as a man 
may practise, and perish notwithstanding: it is certain, how- 
ever, this cannot be said of a * diligently waiting. and seeking of 
spiritual blessings.” To use our external hearing and sight, 
that we may attain to a spirtiual hearing and understanding of 
divine things, is not “* WITHIN THE COMPASS OF A NATURAL MAN.” 
The end of every action determines its nature ; to read and hear, 
therefore, with a true desire that we may attain to a spiritual 
hearing and understanding, are themselves spiritual exercises. 
In this matter I entirely coincide with Mr. Brine, that no un- 
sanctified heart will ever pray to God for grace and holiness ; 
but that this is men’s dreadful’ sin, and justly exposes them to 
direful vengeance.” } 

If to this should be objected the words of our Lord, that 
‘many will seek to enter in, and shall not be able ;” I answer, 
What is there spoken respects not the present state, but the 
period when the master of the house is risen up, and hath shut to 
the door.} 

The case of the man waiting at the pool of Bethesda has 
often been applied to that of an unconverted sinner attending 
the preaching of the gospel: but let it be closely considered, 
whether such an application of the passage be warrantable from 
the tenor of scripture ; and whether the characters to whom it 
is thus applied are not hereby cherished in a thought with which 


* Isa. lviii. 2, + Motives to Love and Unity, pp. 36, 37. 
+ Luke xiii, 24, 25. 
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they are too apt to flatter themselves ; viz. that, for their parts, | 
their hearts are so good, that they would fain repent, and be 
converted, but cannot, because God is not pleased to bestow 
these blessings upon them. No one can imagine that I wish 
to discourage people from reading or hearing the word of God. 
 God’s ordinances are the means by which he ordinarily works ; 
and, whatever be their motives, I rejoice to see people give 
them an attendance. At the same time, | think we should 
be careful, lest we cherish in them an opinion, that, when they 
have done this, they are under no further obligations. By so 
doing, we shall furnish them with an unwarranble consola- 
tion, and contribute to shield them against the arrows of convic- 
tion. 

Particu.ar Repemprion. I had said, “ If it were essential 
to true saving faith to claim a personal interest in Christ’s 
death, the objection would be unanswerable.” Mr. B. replies, 
‘‘ But he who has faith has a personal interest, whether he can 
claim it, or not ; therefore the objection is equally unanswera- 
ble on this ground: for it is making it the duty of all to have that 
which is an undoubted evidence of a personal interest, whether 
they have that interest, or not ; which appears, to me, very ab- 
surd and ridiculous.” (p. 90.) Perhaps so: but, if the same 
spiritual dispositions which are bestowed by the gospel, are re- 
quired by the law, (which Mr. B. has scarcely attempted to dis- 
prove, though he has saidso much about it,) there can be no- 
thing absurd or ridiculous in it. 

The matter entirely rests upon the solution of this question, 
Dogs THE SCRIPTURE REPRESENT ANY THING AS THE DUTY OF 
MANKIND IN GENERAL, WITH WHICH ETERNAL HAPPINESS IS CON- 
nected? T only wish Mr. B. had fairly tried the matter by this 
criterion, and had been willing to be decided by the issue. 
There is scarcely a truth in the sacred scriptures capable of a 
clearer demonstration, This was the ground which Mr. B. de- 
clined in his Tenth Letter, (p. 70.) In addition to what was 
said from pp. 58 to 66 of my former treatise, I shall now only 
add as follows : 

I hope Mr. B. will allow that every man ought to love God’s 
law; do his commandments ; do righteousness; be of a meek, 
Jowly, pure, and merciful spirit ; and bear so’ much good will, 
surely, to Christ, as to give a disciple a cup of cold water 


‘Ser. Xi] MR. BUTTON. 229 


for his sake; at least, be must allow, he does allow, that men 
ought not to be offended in him ; for he himself confesses, ‘“ they 
ought not to despise,if they cannot embrace him.” (p. 96.) 
And yet these are all evidences of an interest in Christ and 
eternal blessedness.* 

Mr. B. further objects, that I ‘‘ make faith warrantable and 
incumbent, where there is an impossibility.” (p. 90.) “Well: 
whenever Mr B. can find a man, or body of men, whose salva- 
tion he can be assured is impossible, he is welcome, from me, to 
assure them they have no warrant, and are under no obligation, 
to believe in Christ. In some sense, the salvation of every sin- 
ner is possible: as no one knows what will be his end, every 
man, while in the land of the living, is in the field of hope. And 
that was all I meant by possibility, in pp. 133, 134. Mr. B, al- 
lows that, “‘ inasmuch as' we know not who are, and who are 
not the elect, it is the daty of every one, where the gospel of 
salvation comes, to be concerned, seek, inquire, &c. (p. 88.) 
But what solid reason can be given for the consistency of this, 
which will not equally apply to the other? Ifit be said, These 
are things expressly commanded, I answer, This is allowing, 
that, m fatth in Christ is expressly commanded, it may be con- 
sistent with the subjéct in question: which is giving up the 
point. 

But further: Though I admit that the salvation of some 
men is impossible, it is certain that they will perish; yet I 
conceive it is not such a kind of impossibility as to render ex- 
hortations to believe in Christ inconsistent. It is no otherwise 
impossible for them to be saved, than it was for Sihon, king of 
the Amorites, to have enjoyed the blessings of a peace with 
Israel. If there is an énfinite worth and fulness in the suffer- 
ings of Christ, in themseives considered ;—if the particular- 
ity of redemption does not consist in any want of sufficiency in 
the death of Christ, but in God’s sovereign purpose to. render 
it effectual to the salvation of some men, and not of others; 
and in Christ’s being the covenant head and representative of 
some men, and not of others;—-then the matter must be sup- 
posed to rest upon the same footing with all the rest of the 


* Psa. cxix. 165. Rey. xxii, 14. 1 Johnii. 29.. Matt. v.3—9. Mark 
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divine purposes. And as it was the duty of Sihon to have ac- 
cepted the message of peace, and to have trusted in the good- 
ness of him by whose order it was sent him, notwithstanding 
the purpose of God concerning him ; so it may be the duty of 
every sinner to accept of the message of peace which is sent 
him by the preaching of the gospel, and trust in Christ for the 
salvation of his soul. 

Objections equally plausible might be made to that case, as 

to this. One might say, ‘ What end could be answered bya 
message of peace being sent? Peace was not ordained for him, 
but destruction; and his country. was previously assigned to Is- 
rael for'a possession: for him, therefore, to’yhave received the 
message of peace, and trusted in the goodness of the God of Is- 
rae], would have been trusting in an impossibility.’ If told, 
the purposes of God are a great deep, which we cannot fathom ; 
that if we knew the whole system we should see it otherwise ; 
that there was no natural impossibility in the affair, no such im- 
possibility as to cause any inconsistency in it ; and that, in the 
present state, we must take the revealed and not the secret will 
of God for the rule of our daty ; he might have replied, like Mr. 
B. “ True: but God’s secret will is the rule of his conduct to 
us; and surely he has not decreed, by giving Sihon up to hard- 
ness of heart, to leave him destitute of a right spirit, and then 
punish him for the want of it: this would be crwel and shock- 
ing !”? (p. 88.) 

After all that Mr. B. has said, it is evident, from the above 
manner of speaking, that he does, in fact, make the decrees of 
God rules of human action ; and herein lies a considerable part 
of the difference between us. We believe the doctrine of divine 
predestination as fully as he does, but dare not apply it to 
such purposes. 
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SECTION XI. 


REPLY TO MR. B.S THIRTEENTH LETTER ON THE 
TENDENCY OF THESE PRINCIPLES TO ESTABLISH 
THE DOCTRINES OF HUMAN DEPRAVITY, DIVINE 
GRACE, THE WORK OF THE SPIRIT, &c. 


* 

I wap observed, that the sentiment I opposed, as well as that 
which I attempted to establish, ‘* represented man as utterly wn- 
able to do things sprrIruALLY Goon; but then it made THAT in- 
ability to be no part of his depravity, but altogether innocent ia 
its nature.’ Mr. B. quotes this passage; not, however, as I 
wrote it, but very differently, in sense as well a8 in words, and 
then finds fault with that which he himself had inserted. (p. 
96.) I never imagined that he would maintain men’s aversion 
from all ‘ moral good” to be innocent, nor even their aversion 
from spiritual things; though | did not suppose he would have 
allowed that aversion to make any part of their inability. Mr. 
B. complains of being injured, in that he is represented as main- 
taining the inability of man to things spiritually good to be alto- 
gether innocent. What I affirmed was, that ‘the sentiment, 
when il spake consistently with itself, did so.” I think so still ; 
for it appears to me an inconsistency for a man to be “ both 
naturally and morally unable” to come to Christ. Something 
has been said upon this subject already, in the the note, p. 204; 
but as this is a subject on which Mr. B. frequently insists, let us 
examine it more particularly. 

In the first place: Supposing men’s ability to do things spr- 
ritually good to be partly natural and partly moral; then, af- 
ter all, it must follow, that they are, in part, to blame for 
their non-compliance with those things ; and so, consequently, 
ihe contrary must, zz part, have been their duty. That this 
sentiment follows from the position of Mr. B. is certain; bui 
whose cause it will subserve, [ cannot tell: it seems to snif 
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neither. Mr. B. beyond doubt means all along to deny eve- 
ry thing spiritually good, being either 7x whole or in part, the 
duty of carnal men. I have attempted on the other hand, to 
maintain, that such obedience is not merely in part, but fully | 
incumbent upon them. And -one should think it either is in- 
cumbent upon them, or it is not; but the above position im- 
plies that it is neither. : 

Further: I question if both these kinds of inability can pos-. 
sibly obtain in the same instance. Where there is and always 
was an entire natural inability, there appears to be no room for 
an inability of a moral nature. It would sound uncouth, to af- 
firm of any of the brutal creation, that they are morally, as well 
as naturally, unable to credit the gospel. It would be equally 
uncouth, to affirm of a nvan in his grave, that he is unwilling, as 
well as unable, to rise up and walk. 

That men are capable of hating spiritual things, nobody will 
dispute. But it isimpossible that there should subsist any aver- 
sion from what there is an entire inability to understand. We can- 
not hate that of which we have no idea, any more than love it. 
A brute, be his savage disposition ever so great, is incapable of 
aversion from every thing superior to his nature to understand. 
The same may be said of any being, intelligent or unintelli- 
gent. 

I may be told, perhaps, that a poor man may be of such a 
temper of mind that, if he had a natural ability to relieve the 
distressed, he would still be under a moral inability. Be it 
so: it is not proper to say, he is morally, as well as naturally, 
unable to relieve the indigent. It might with truth be said, 
that he ¢s morally unable to do such kind actions as are within 
his reach; and we may conclude he would be equally so to re- 
lieve the indigent, if his wealth were to increase. But this 
does not prove that moral inability can exist without natural 
ability. Besides, the inability of the poor man to relieve the 
distressed, is not, in every respect, total ; and so is not of equal 
extent with that pleaded for in carnal men, as to the discern- 
ment of spiritual things. No man, however poor, is destitute 
of those faculties and powers of mind by which generous ac- 
tions are performed. It is impossible, perhaps, to find a man 
naturally unable, in every respect, to do good, in some way or 
other, to his fellow-creatures: or, if a man of that description 
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could be‘found, he must be utterly void of reason ; and, in 
that case, he cannot be said to be morally, as well as naturally, 
unable to do good. 

Those who possess great natural ability are capable of be- 
ing the subjects of greater moral inability and guilt, than others 
whose capacities are less. It is not in some men’s power to be 
so wicked as others. And where there is, and always was, 
an entire natural incapacity, there is no. place for an incapa- 
city of a moral nature, in any degree. Mr. B. denies. that 
men either have, or ever had, any natural ability for the em- 
bracing of spiritual things. We reply, If so, they would be 
equally incapable of rejecting, as of embracing them. The 
aversion of the human mind from things of that nature, 1 con- 
ceive to be a strong additional argument in our. favour ; for 
which argument my thanks are due to Mr. Button. The 
above observations may be considered as a further reply to the 
quotation from Mr. Brine. (p. 57.) 

Can Mr. B. seriously pretend to maintain, that his senti- 
ments represent human deprnvity in an equal light with ours ? 
It seems he wishes to have it thought so ; but with what colour 
of evidence, it is difficult to conceive. We suppose men’s 
aversion is so great, as to amount to a total moral inability ; 
and.so to render divine influence absolutely necessary. But 
Mr. B. expresses bis surprise, that we should call this inability 
total, (pp. 56, 93.) It seems, then, he does not think that 
the chain of men’s native aversion from God and spiritual 
things is strong enough to keep them from coming to Christ, 
without having something else in conjunction with it. 

But, if this cannot be maintained, he seems certain of the 
advantage, however, in one respect. ‘‘ We certainly,” says 
Mr. B. “lay man much Jower than he does: and this, he 
thinks, has a tendency to abase his p:zde, while our senti- 
ments tend to gratify and promote it. \(p. 96.). It is true, 
Mr. B. does lay man lower than we do: but it is observa- 
ble, that, so far as that is the case, it is not in the character 
of a sinner, but of a creature of God; not on account 
of what he has made himself, but on account of what God 
has made him: and if this is the way in which we are to 
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be humbled, it might be done still more effectually, if we were 
reduced to the condition of a stock or a stone. 

In reply to what is said on the doctrine ef grace, and the — 
work of the Spirit, (pp. 1, 93, 97.) little more need be said 
in addition to the above. Though Mr. B. sometimes speaks 
of men’s inability as being partly innocent, and partly crimi- 
nal; yet, as was said before, it was manifestly his design, all 
along, to prove men wholly excusable in their omission of 
every thing spiritually good. But, suppose it were otherwise ; 
suppose they were only in part excusable: if it be a more 
glorious instance of grace, and a greater exertion of divine 
influence, to save one who is partly innocent, than one who is 
entirely to blame; it must be upon this principle, that, in 
proportion as criminality is lessened, the glory of divine grace 
in salvation is increased ; and, if so, then the most glorious 
display of grace’ that could be manifested in our salvation, 
must be» upon the supposition of our being altogether in- 
nocent ! 

When ye shall have ‘bie all those things which are com- 
manded you, says Christ to his disciples, say, We are unpro- 
fuable servants: we have done that which was our duty to 
do. Luke xvii. 10. From this passage two things are observ- 
able: First, That obedience to God cannot merit any thing at 
his hands. Secondly, the reason why there is no such thing 
as merit in our obedience «is, that all the good we have done, 
or may do, is commanded, is our duty. From hence it fol- 
lows, 1, That the very idea of duty excludes merit, and cuts 
off boasting. 2. That the more attached we are to our duty, 
ag such, the more distant we are from all pretence to merit, 
or boasting. ‘The very way to extirpate the notion of human 
merit is, to consider all which we do as being our duty. 
3. That, if it were possible to perform any thing. which does 
not come under the idea of duty, then would there be some 
ground for merit. If the foregoing observations be just, it 
searcely needs asking, Which sentiment it is, that cuts off 
boasting ; that of faith being considered as a duty, or the op- 
posite ? 

Perhaps it way be said, in answer to this, that when a man 
is enlightened by the Spirit of God, it is then his duty to be- 
lieve. But I think, if it be not incumbent before, it will be 
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' difficult to prove it so at all. In this case, the work of the 


Spirit upon the heart must constitute the ground of duty ; 
and then it is necessary that the person should know that he 
is the subject of this work, before he can see it his duty to 
believe. But by what evidences can he obtain this know- 
ledge 2. Surely not by his impenitency and unbelief; and yet 
till he has repented and believed, he can have nothing better. 
If it be as Mr. B. represents, the work of the Spirit must 


consist in giving us new natural powers. If we have no na- 


tural power to embrace spiritual things till we are regene- 
rated, then regeneration must be the creation of natural pow- 
er. And what this is different from creating a new soul, is 
difficult to determine. Be that as it may, the creating of na- 
tural power cannot be a spiritual exertion, any more than the 
creation of a leg or an arm; and so-cannot be reckoned 
amongst the special spiritual operations of the Holy Spirit. 
Whatever grace there may be in it, it is no part of the grace 
of the gospel ; it is no part of salvation. It is not any thing 
that became necessary through sin; for it is supposed that 
man was as destitute of it in his created, as in his fallen state. 
One should think, therefore, it can be nothing which is given 
us tn behalf of Christ, as mediator; or for which we shal! 
have to praise him in that character to eternity. 

Among a catalogue of other bad consequences imputed to 
my sentiments they are said to be ‘distressing to saints.” 
(p. 105.) This, for aught I know, may be just. They cer- 
tainly have a tendency to convince both saint and sinner of 
abundance of sin, which the sentiments here opposed make 
tobe no sin. It is no wonder, therefore, that true saints, by 
discerning their great obligations, both before and after con- 
version, to love the Lord Jesus Christ, should now be greatly 
distressed in a way of godly sorrow. Looking upon him 
whom they pierced, they mourn, as one that is in bitterness 
for his first born. But this, so far from ‘being brought as an 
objection, ought to be considered as a corroboration. That 
which tends to sooth and quiet the minds of men, by giving 
diminutive representations of the causes of reflection and 
grief is not the gospel. The gospel gives peace which pass- 
eth all understanding ; and ‘this is consistent with the exercise 
of the most pungent grief: but that quietness of mind which 
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rises from a diminution of blame-worthiness, rather deserves 
the name of ease, than of peace, and is much more to be 
dreaded than desired. & 

It was acknowledged, in the former treatise, “that many 
who have dealt in addresses to unconverted sinners, have dab- 
bled in Arminianism.” Mr. B. from hence repeatedly repre- 
sents me as acknowledging that they tend that way. (p. i. Pref. 
and p. 100.) This T must beg leave absolutely to deny. 
There is no such acknowledgment, nor any thing like it; 
but the very reverse. Mr. B. cannot be ignorant, that many 
who have maintained the doctrines of grace, have more than 
dabbled in Antinomianism ; and yet that is no proof that the 
doctrines of grace are really of that tendency. 

As to the use that is made of my concession concerning the 
manner of addressing sinners ; such as ‘‘ Come to Christ now, 
this moment,”” &c. (p. 99.) I might refer the reader for an- 
swer to the passage itself; yea, to that part of it which Mr. 
B. has quoted. Surely he had no reason to conclude, that I 
thought a believing in Christ was a matter that might safely 
be deferred. He professes to maintain, that men ought to be 
perfectly holy, in some sense or other; but does he ever say’ 
to his auditory, ‘ Be perfectly holy now, this moment ?” 

One remark more on this subject requires a reply. I had 
attempted to remove the supposed absurdity of addresses to 
dead sinners, by observing that we supposed spiritual death 
to be altogether a criminal affair. Mr. B. answers. from Mr. 
Wayman, “ It was man’s sin to destroy a moral life, but it is 
not man’s sin that he hath not a spiritual one. It is God’s 
eternal grace that gives life.’ (p. 102.) To this it is replied, 
this position requires a higher authority to support it than 
Mr. Wayman.* If we admit this sentiment as true, then, 
it is granted, our manner of address to unconverted sinners 
would be inconsistent; but we deny it. In, order to prove 
our conduct absurd, it should be proved to be inconsistent 


*Tt is not man’s sin that he hath not a spiritual one :”s—If spiritual life 
be what we never had, then we cantot be saidtto be spiritually dead ; for 
death is not a mere negative, but a privative idea. “It is God’s eternal 
grace that gives life’’—True; and is it not God’s etern.! grace that 
gives to a fallen creature a conformity to his holy law? and yet it does 
inet follow from thence that is not man’s duty to have it, 
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with some allowed principle, and not barely with the principles 
of our opponents. 


SECTION XII. 


SOME SERIOUS CONSIDERATIONS RECOMMENDED TO 
MR. B. AND THE READER. 


TuHeRE is great danger, in all disputes, of running to extremes. 
Mr. B. thinks my sentiments “ the high road to Arminianism,” 
(p. 100.) and perhaps to ‘‘ something worse.”” (p.2.) I am not 
convinced at present of their having any such tendency. How- 
ever, it becomes me to watch against every thing that might’ 
lead me aside from the simplicity of the gospel, be that what it 
may :, and I hope I shall so far take Mr. B.’s advice. I hope, 
also, in my turn, [ may be allowed, without offence, to suggest a 
few serious hints to the same end. Mr. B. seems to think all 
the danger of erring to lie on one side: (pp. 1. li. Pref.) it is 
allowed there is danger on that side, buat not on that side only. 
In general, then, I wish Mr. B. to consider, whether his princi- 
ples do not tend to lead him further than he seriously intends to 
go? Particularly, 

If in the course of his ministry he avoids giving the carnal 
part of his auditory to understand that God requires any thing 
of them which is spiritually good, whether vt will not be natural 
for them so to understand it as not to reckon themselves at 
all obliged to love Gop, to be truly holy, to be the subjects of 
any internal religion whatever; and whether they do not, in 
fact, so understandit 2 Whatever difference there is between 
these things in the opinion of the preacher, [ incline to think, 
not one hearer ina hundred makes any account of it. They 
understand it of every thing which concerns the heart. The 
generality of those who would be offended with us for enjoin- 
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ing spiritual dbedience upon our carneenidiiors, would, I ap- 
prehend, be equally offended with Mr. B. were he to signify 
that they ought to worship God in spirit and in truth, or to. 
love him with their whole heart. Were any thing of sthis sort 
delivered, and nothing added to explain it away, it is likely 
the preacher would be interrogated in some such manner 
as this: ‘How can unregenerate sinners Jove God, or wor- 
ship him in spirit and in truth? You might as well call to 
the dead to come forth, or bid people take wings and fly to 
heaven. Their business is to attend the means, and if God 
please to give them a heart to love him, well and good; but 
if not, to what purpose are all your harangues about - what 
people ought to do? Cease this legal business, preach the 
doctrines of the gospel, and leave the Holy Spirit to do his own 
work.’ 

In the above, no respect whatever is had in a personal way to 
Mr. B. or any of his friends, What is written, is founded upon 
such facts as have fallen under my own observation ; and I sup- 
pose, that the same causes are usually productive of the same 
effects, in one place as another. 

Further: It may be well for Mr. B. to consider, while he 
professes to allow that men ought to do whatever was in the 
power of manin a state of innocence, whether his sentiments do 
not insensibly lead him to excuse men from every thing but 
what may be done by a wicked mind, without any true love to 
God, or regard for his glory ? Mr. B., when asked in contro- 
versy, ‘Whether any internal religion is now required of men 
towards God, or not?’ answers in the affirmative. (p- 72.) 
But is it a matter which his views of things would ever, of 
their own accord, lead him to dwell upon? Iam glad to see 
the frankness with which he expresses himself concerning the 
law of God being exceeding broad. ‘‘If the principles I have 
advanced,” says he, ‘ contradict this truth, let them for ever be 
discarded.” (p. 95.) Mr. B.’s meaning, in this‘ingenuous’sen- 
tence, cannot be supposed to amount to less than this—that, if 
he perceived his present sentiments to clash with the spiritual- 
ity of the law, he would disown ; and, if he found them to have 
such a tendency, he would, at least, suspect them. Now, I de- 
sire, in this matter, to be determined by facts ; and by facts that 
cannot fairly be disputed. TI ask, then, In what manner do Mr. 
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B.’s sentiments lead him o EXPOUND ScRIPgURE / 2? How has he 
expounded the Second Psalm, and the Sixth of Jeremiah? What 
has he made these passages to require, more than external obe- 
dience? Is it not the tendency of all he says concerning the 
addresses of Christ and his apostles to their carnal auditors, to 
reduce them to the capacity, not of'a right spirit, such as man 
possessed in a state of innocence, but of an apostate mind? Are 
they not, all along, made to mean no more than what may. be 
done without any real love to God, or regard for his glory? Is 
not such a sense put upon Isaiah xlii. 18. Look, ye blind, &c. 
as that it shall be “ wirnin THE COMPASS OF NATURAL MEN, WHO 
_ ARE INTERNALLY DEAF AND BLIND 2”’ (p. 103.) 

This is certainly a serious matter ; and I hope Mr. B. will 
seriously consider it. Ifhe does indeed believe the law to be 
spiritual, and to require internal religion, it is hoped he will, on 
all proper occasions, acknowledge it, and not attempt to bring 
down the precepts of the Bible to the disposition of an apostate 
creature ; otherwise, people may be ready to say, he holds the 
spirituality of the law as some others do the doctrines of grace, 
who never think proper to mention them, except when an occa- 
sion offers to explain them away. 

Ifany thing in the preceding pages should be thought unkind, 
or exceeding the liberty we are allowed to use with a Christian 
brother, I hope for Mr. B.’s forgiveness. I can truly say, If 
there is, it is unknown to me. It has been my endeavour, all 
along, to make him feel nothing, except it be the force of 
truth. ; 

Before I conclude, I would beg leave to recommend a few 
serious hints to the reader. Whoever he is, and whatever his 
opinion may be in reference to this controversy ; let me en- 
treat him to put one serious question to his own soul, Dost 
THOU believe on the Son of God? Let him remember. that 
nothing less than his eternal salvation or destruction bangs 
upon the answer ; that the question must be answered, sooner 
or later: that there is no medium between being Christ’s 
friend and his enemy ; and that it is not taking this or the other - 
side of a dispute, that will denominate any man a Christian. 
Neither let him evade the question, by answering, That he 
has already been acknowledged as a believer in Christ; is a 
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member of a Chiriagen. aren .. See of the gos- 
pel, and has long been in the habit of taking this miter for 
granted, and of sitting in judgment upon other men, and oth 
things. All this may be true; and yet things may issue in a 
dreadful disappointment ! > 

‘But supposing the reader a real ClisieG anh still there is great 
reason for prayer and watchfuluess. Reading controversies may 
be advantageous, or it may be hurtful; and that, according to 
the spirit with which it is attended to. Every man had need to 
read with some degree of judgment of his own: and yet, if he 
set out with a determination to receive nothing but what shall 
accord with his own present views of things, he is likely to de- 
rive no real good, and peghaps much harm. He may meet 
with what confirms him in his sentiments ; and those sentiments 
may be on the side of truth: but, if he have such a determina- 
tion, though his creed is right, his faith is wrong ; especially if 
it lead him to despise others who think differently, and to glory 
over them, as being confuted. On the other hand, he may 
meet with that which contradicts his sentiments ; he may reject 
it with abhorrence ; and in so doing think his heart very much 
established with grace, so as not to be carried away with every 
wind. of doctrine ; and yet all may amount to nothing but a 
being wise in his own eyes. 

We are never so safe, as when we go about these matters 
with prayer, fear, and trembling. The subject.here discussed 
is nota mere matter of speculation ; it enters deeply into our 
spiritual concerns, relating both to this life and that to come. 
Itis a matter, therefore, that is well worthy of earnest prayer, 
and of serious and impartial attention. If truth is but sought in 
this manner, it will be found. The meek will he guide in judg 
ment, and the meek will he teach his way. 
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Iv may appear somewhat extraordinary, that the same sen- 
timents should be liable to opposition from two gentlemen of 
such contrary principles as Mr. Burton and Puitanruropos. 
It may be less surprising, however, when it is considered, that 
there are certain points in which the most opposite extremes 
are known to meet. An attentive reader will perceive a great 
affinity in the tendency of their reasonings on various subjects. 
If I am not greatly mistaken, they both particularly agree in 
denying faith in Christ to be a duty required by the moral 
law ; and in excusing the sinner, unless grace is bestowed 
upon him, in his non-compliance with every thing spiritually 
good. 

As to the spirit of | Philantrepos, he has treated me with 
candour and respect. Though I quite disapprove of many of 
his. sentiments; and though [ think he has written in some 
places (pp. 88. 92, 93.) in a manner bordering on irreverence ; 
yet, so far as it concerns myself, what he has advanced has 
never, that I remember, given me a moment’s pain.” He 
has examined with freedom what I advanced. I respect him 
for so doing. I can, with the less fear of offence, use a like 
freedom in return. 

Complaint is made of the use of the terms Arminian, Cal- 
vinist, cc. (pp. 52-56.) When I have used the former of* 
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Arminian ; J never desire to affix tot an honest man a name by 
which he would not call himself. For my own part, though I 
never mean to set up any man as astandard of faith; and though, 
in some things, I think differently from Calvin ; yet, as I agree 
with him in the main, particularly in the leading sentiments 
advanced in the former treatise, as as it served to avoid unne- 
cessary circumlocution, I have used the term Calvinist, and have 
no objection to being so called by others. Whether P. is an 
Arminian, or not, is of very little account with me; it is not 
very difficult, however, to discern the leading features of his 
scheme in the works of those who have chosen to be called by 
that name. 

Bat complaint is further made of the Arminian divines be- 
ing misrepresented. (p. 52.) Though I have no better an 
opinion of Arminius’s doctrine of the Spirit’s work, as given 
us by P. (p. 53.) than I had before; and though I believe it 
would be no difficult matter to prove that the generality of 
Arminian divines have carried matters further than Arminius 
himself did ; (as P. seems in part to admit ;)* yet I acknow- 
ledge, what I said on that subject, in the passage referred to, 
was too strong; though at the time I wrote, I was not aware 
of it. 
| To what is said in p. 10. I have no material objection. What 
{ meant was, merely to disown that any sinner was encouraged 
by the gospel to hope for eternal life, without returning home 
to God by Jesus Christ. The omission of part of Isa. Iv. '7. as 


* Iff am not misinformed, the Remonstrants, ‘in their Apology, main- 
tained, that “that ought not to be commanded which 13 wrought in us; 
and cannot be wrought in us which is commanded; that~ he foolishly 
sommandeth that to be done of others, who will work in them what he 
commandeth.’’ Cap. 9. p. 105. And to the same purpose Episcopius ; 
‘That it isa most absurd thing to affirm, that God either effects by his 
power, or procureth by his wisdom, that the elect showla do those things 
that he requireth of them.” Disp. pri. 8. Thes. 7. These sentiments, 
if] understand them, amount to the same thing as ““DENYING THE WR- 
OESSITY OF THE SPirirT oF Gop To ENABLE Us TO DO oUR DUTY.” 


ons ge: passages are taken from Dr, Owen's Display of Arminianism, 
ap. 


There are some remarks iwi, 1 think, are made merely 


_ for want of considering that those with whom I was in debate 
were professed Calvinists. Thus, in p- 30, I am corrected for 
taking for granted. that.which should have been proved. Had 
the controversy been with P..or those of his sentiments, the ob- 
servation had been just ; or, had I called any sentiment, which 
was professedly a subject in debate, a ‘ gospel doctrine,” as P. 
has done ; (p. 38.) perhaps the complaint had been ih with 
greater propriety. 

- Ineed not have any dispute with P. concerning the jae 
tion of faith : for, though he tells his correspondent that I “do 
not suppose faith to include in it confidence,” yet he knows I 
all along maintain confidence or trust to be incumbent on 
men in general. .God ought no doubt to be trusted, or con- 
fided in, for the fulfilment of whatever he has promised, be 
that what it may. . I acknowledged before, that faith in 
Christ, as generally used in the New Testament, was to be 
taken in a large sense ; as including not only the belief of the 
truth, but the actual outgoing of the soul towards Christ in a 
way of dependence upon him.”’: (p. 23.) My views of trust, or 
confidence, will be seen more fully in the Third Section of this 
Reply. 

By what I said of believing the gospel-report, and of thie 
report extending not only to general truths, but the particu- 
lar description’ of their intrinsic nature ; 1 certainly did not 


mean, as P. has understood me, ‘that all poor sinners, who — 


are brought to the enjoyment of salvation, must have the very 
same ideas of whatever God hath reported concerning Christ 
and his salvation ; and this to the very same extent ;”” (p. 17.) 
My. intention was to prove, that areal belief of the gospel-re- 
port carried in it a belief of its glory and importance, and se 
included more than it was frequently supposed to do. Many 
persons, observing that people would avow the general doc- 
trines of Christianity, and yet live in a course of sin, have 
hence concluded, that a belief of the gospel was no more than 
a man might have, and perish everlastingly. It was this 
opinion that I meant to oppose; and, by proving thata real 
belief of the gospel is a belief of its intrinsic nature, as well as 
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tended ; viz. that it extends further that the faith wicked 
' oa é . 5 a 

man, let him have assorted his Hotiongivith ever ch accu- 

Facy. *. eae 


There is a great difference between a want of ideas, through 
- anatural weakness of intellect or lack of opportunity to obtain 
them, and a positive rejection of what God has revealed. 
There is an equal difference between a Christian of weak ca- 
pacity believing the intrinsic excellency of the gospel, and i be- 
ing able to describe it, or even to ascertain all the general truths 
of Christianity.” The weakest Christian believes and lives 
upon THarT in the gospel, of which a wicked man, whatever be 
his intellects and advantages, has no idea. We ati with open 
face, beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed 
into the same image, from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of 
the Lord. But the god of this world hath blinded the minds of 
them which believe not.* 

P. allows the necessity of believing the gospel ; (p. 16.) and 
yet seems, afterwards, rather to wish to set this idea aside, and 
to place the essence of faith in trusting, or confiding, in Christ 
for salvation. (pp. 17, 18.) But shall we not talk without mean- 
ing, if we talk of confiding in Christ without respect had to 
something testified, or some rule, by which our confidence is 
to be directed? If we dispense with the truth of God, as the 
warrant and rule of our confidence, however it may become 
very extensive, and fit professors of opposite ways of thinking, 
it will be found, at the great day, no better than a building 
erected upon the sand. 

As to the question, “To what degree, or extent, must a poor 
sinner believe the truth of the gospel?” (p. 16.) it is not for 
me to answer it. If I were asked, ‘To what degree of holi- 
ness must aman arrive, in order to see the Lord? 1 should 
be equally unable to reply. That men have different natural 
capacities and opportunities, is certainly true ; and according 
to the different degrees of these are their obligations both to 
receive God’s truth, and to exert themselves for his glory. 
That there is also great contrariety of sentiment, is equally 
true: and how far the mercy of God may extend, through the 


* 2 Cor, iii. 18, iv, 4, 
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death of his Son, in passing over the errors of men’s minds, 
se of their conduct; is not for me to say ; but I think it 
" business to maintain a rule for faith, as well as for 
practice. I 
But, waiving lesser aks the substance of what i is ad- 
‘vanced may, | think, be reduced to the following heads :— 
Whether regeneration is prior to coming to Christ, as a cause 
is prior to its effect? Whether moral inability is, or‘is not, 
excusable? Whether faith in Christ is required by the moral 
law >? and, Whether an obligation upon all those to whom the 
gospel is preached to believe in Christ, and the encourage- 
ments held out to them to do so, is inconsistent with a limita- 
tion of design in his death, On each of these subjects I shall 
make a few remarks. 


SECTION I. 


WHETHER REGENERATION IS PRIOR TO OUR COMING 


TO CHRIST. 


Tuose writers, whose sentiments | made free to exam- 
ine, generally maintain a distinction between the principle 
and the act of faith. I did not dispute this matter, but ad- 
mitted it; and, upon those principles, endeavoured to prove 
the point then in question. PP. greatly disapproves of this 
distinction, and asks ‘‘ wherein the distinction lies ;°’ and, where 
the scripture teaches us to make it. (p. 14.) The difference 
between a priociple and an actual exertion was supposed to 
be illustrable by a principle of honesty being previous to an 
upright conduct : but P. thinks this will not answer the end, 
because faith is purely mental ; it being with the heart that 
man believeth. Although this is true, yet I see not how it af- 
fects the matter. A principle ‘of honesty is as necessary to a 
purpose to act uprightly, (which is a mental exertion,) as it 
is to the action itself. 

Iris not supposed, however, that there is a distinct princi- 
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ple wrought. in the heart, which may be called a principle of 
faith, in distinction from other graces; but, rather, new 
turn, or bias, of mind, previous to all acts or exercises what- — 
soever, internal or external, which are spiritually good. And 
if faith is an act of the mind at all ; if, especially, it be taken 
for the soul’s coming to Christ, as P. contends ; then, unless 
an evil tree can bring forth good fruit, there must be a new 
bias of ‘mind previous to such an act. Again, Coming to 
Christ, if itbe a duty, (and P. will allow it is,) must be some- 
thing pleasing to God ; and if this may be done prior to the 
Spirit of God dwelling in us: then it should seem, notwith- 
standing what the scripture affirms to the contrary, that they - 
who are in the flesh may please God; for every man is in the 
flesh, till the Spirit of God dwelleth in him.* 

One should think, that not only scripture, but-a common 
observation of the workings of our own minds, might teach 
us the need of a bias of mind different from that which pre- 
vails over men in general, in order to come to Christ. Who- 
ever be the cause of such a bias, let that, at present, be out of 
the question: suppose it is man himself, still a turn of some 
sort there must be ; for it will hardly be said, that the same 
thoughts, and temper of mind, which lead a man to despise 
and reject the Saviour, will lead him to esteem and embrace 
him! That a turn of mind is necessary to our coming to 
Christ, seems evident, then, from the nature of things ; and, 
if so, our mistake must lie, if any where, in ascribing it to the 
Spirit of God. 

Whether the first beginning of God’s work upon the mind 
consists in giving us a spiritual discernment, whereby spiritu- 
al things, or the importance and glory of divine truth are dis- 
cerned ? or, Whether it consist in a divine energy attending 
the word itself, causing it to break in, as it were, upon the 
mind, and bear down every opposition before it ? are ques- 
tions which have each its difficulties. But, whatever difficul- 
ties might attend a discussion of these questions, and what- 
ever might be the issue ; it would very little, if at all, affect 
the present controversy. If it is said, It does affect it; for if 
the first beginning of God’s work upon the mind is by the 


* Rom. viii. 8, 9. 
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word, it must be by the word believed: I answer, First, That 
may be questioned. .The word, it is true, must be understood, 
in a measure, in order to have any effect ; but it is a question 
with me, whether a person must believe the gospel, before it 
can have any effect upon him. We know that truth fre- 
quently maintains a long struggle with darkness and error, 
before they are overcome ; during which time, it may be said 
that God has been at work upon the mind by means of his 
word: and yet that word cannot be said to be believed, till the 
“opposition drops, and the soul becomes a captive ; in other 
words, till the heart is brought to set seal that God i “true. 
If it is insisted, that that degree of conviction which exists 
in the mind, while the heart remains unsubdued, is properly 
called believing the word, so far as it goes ; ? shall not dis- 
pute about terms, but shall, at the same time, insist, that it is 
not such believing as to denominate any person a believer. 
But, Secondly, P. insists, that true faith in Christ is something 
more than believing the divine testimony ; that it is the soul’s 
actual coming to Christ : now, if so, though the word should 
be allowed to be insirumental in the renewal of the mind, yet 
that renewal must precede believing, or: the soul’s application 
to the Saviour. So that, granting him all he can desire, it 
will not prove that regeneration follows upon believing, in his 
sense of the word. 

The great question between us is this, Wartruer THE Ho- 
LY SPIRIT OF Gop IS THE PROPER AND EFFICIENT CAUSE OF & 
SINNER’S BELIEVING 1N JESUS CurisT; oR, WHETHER IT BE 
OWING TO HIS HOLY INFLUENCE, AND THAT ALONE, THAT ONE 
SINNER BELIEVES IN CHRIST, RATHER THAN ANOTHER? If this 
were but allowed, we should be contented. If the first be- 
ginning of God’s work upon the mind is 6y the word, let it 
but be granted that ic is by the agency of the Holy Spirit 
causing that word to be embraced by one person, so as it is 
not by another, and so to become effectual ; and we are satis- 
fied. If this is but granted, it will amount to the same thing 
as that which we mean by regeneration preceding our coming 
to Christ ; since the cause always precedes the effect. 

But if I rightly understand P. he leaves out the agency of 
the Holy Spirit in the act itself of believing ;  maiataining 
that the Spirit is not given till after we have believed. ic ee aoe 
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If there is any divine agency in the matter, it can be only a 
sort of grace which is given to men in common ; and this can 
be no.reason why any man believes, rather than another : it is 
the man himself, after all, whois the proper cause of his own 
believing. It is owing to himself, it seems, that the good 
work is begun; and then God promises to carry it on to the 
day of Jesus Christ. 

I cannot but thing this sentiment highly derogatory to the 
honour of the Holy Spirit, and contrary to the tenor of the 
sae scriptures. In proof of this, let the following obser- 
a duly consi‘lered : | 

I. The scriptures not only represent salvation as being 
through faith, but they ascribe faith itself to the operation of 
the Spirit of God. ‘Those who come to Christ are described 
as having first heard and learned of the Father, and as being 
drawn by him: nor can any man come to him, except it be 
given him of the Father. Nor can this learning be applied 
to the mere outward ministry of the word; for all who are 
thus ¢aught of God, do not come to Christ. Fatth, as well as 
love, joy, peace, long-suffering gentleness, and goodness, is a 
Sruit of the Spirit. We believe according to the working of 
his mighty power ; a power equal to that which raised our 
Lord from the dead. Faith is expressly said to be of the op- 
eration of God. We are not only saved by grace through 
faith; but even THAT ts not of ourselves : 1T IS THE GIFT OF 
Gop. If regeneration be brought about by any exertion of 
ours, it is not only contrary to all ideas of generation, (to which, 
undoubtedly, it alludes,) but also to the express testimony of 
scripture, which declares that we are born not of the will of 
the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.* . 

Those parts of scripture which speak of the instrumen- 
tality of the word in our sanctification, take care to ascribe 


_all to the agency of the Holy Spirit. They who understand 


the gospel, and who are changed into tbe same image, are 
represented as so doing by the Spirit of God. Christ did not 
pray that the truth might sanctify men; but that God would 
sanctify them by his truth. If the word become effectual, it 


* John vi. 44,45, 65. Gal. v.22. Epb.i,J9. Col. ii. 12. Eph. ii. 8. 
Fohn i. 12. 
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is when it comes not in word only, but also in power, and in 
the Holy Spirit, and in much assurance. If it bring about the 
salvation of those who believe, it is Beearee itis the power of 
Gop to that end.* 

IL. The scriptures represent all the cei instances of con- 
version as effects of some peculiar out- -pourings of the Spirit 
of God. We may instance two periods; the time of the 
great conversions in the apostles’ days, and the time of latter- 


day glory, yet to come. Of the former of these periods it 


was promised, The Lord shall send the rod of thy strengt 
out of Zion; rule thou in the midst of thine' enemies. 
people shall be willing In THE DAY OF THY POWER. And a ain, 
In that day will I pour out upon the house of David, and 


upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the spirit of grace and of 


supplications, and they shall look upon me whom they have 
pierced, and they shall mourn.—In that day there shall be a foun- 
tain opened, &c.t These promises were gloriously accomplished 
soon after Christ’s ascension, when thousands of those who had 
voted for the crucifixion of the Messiah, Whe te Nae to all- 
conquering grace ! 

The Lord Jesus hithself piwishel to these very nie ; 
yet, though he was the greatest of all preachers, he laboured 
invain. They believed not his report. He was a root out 
of a dry ground in their eyes. How came they-to believe 
the apostles, rather than him? To what cause can it be im- 
puted, but to the arm of the Lord being revealed? 'To what 
cause can we ascribe their superior success, not only in Judea, 
but throughout the Gentile world, except'to the Spirit beng 
poured down from on high, in consequence of Christ’s ascen- 
sion ? Chrigt told his disciples that they should do the works 
that he did, and greater works than those, “ because,” says he, 
‘I go unto my Father.” Yes: hence it was that the Spirit of 
truth was sent, not only to comfort believers, but to convince the 
world of sin.} | 

The prayers of the apostles and primitive ministers show, 
that their hope of success did not arise from the pliableness of 
men’s tempers, or the suitableness of the gospel to their dis- 


*2 Cor. ii.18. Johu xviis SY. 1 Thess. i, 5. Rom. i, 16. 
+ Psa. cx. 2,3. Zech. xii. 10, xiii. 1. 
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positions ; but from the power of Almighty God attending 
their ministrations. The weapons of their warfare, however 
fitted for the purpose, were mighty THRovcH Gop to the pull- 
‘ing down of strong holds. To Gop they sent up their ear- 
nest and united petitions, before they opened their commis- 
sion. Meeting in an upper room, they continued with one 
accord in prayer and supplication. And, afterwards, we. find 
the apostle Paul .requesting his Thessalonian brethren to pray 
for him and his associates in the work of the ministry, that _ 
the word of the Lord might have free course, and be glo- 


a 


age - great accessions to the church of God in the latter 
days, are ascribed to the same cause. In the 60th chap- 

ter of Isaiah, after abundance of rich promises of a large and 
glorious increase, after the multitudes of conversions to Christ 
had been rapturously resembled to a cloud, and the jlockings 
of doves to their windows, the whole is thus concluded; Thy 
people shall be all righteous: they shall inherit the land for 
ever, ‘the branch oF MY PLANTING, THE WORK OF MY HANDS, 
THAT I MAY BE GLORIFIED. A little one shall become a thou- 
sand, and a small one a strong nation: | raz Lorp with 
HASTEN Ir iN His TIME. When the seventh angel sounded, and 
voices were heard, saying, The kingdoms of this world are be- 
come the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his Christ, the four- 
and-twenty elders immediately fell upon their faces, and blessed 
him who was, who is, and is to come, because he had Taken 
‘'O HYM HIS GREAT POWER, AND REIGNED.* 

But, if the Spirit of God is not the cause why one sinner 
believes in Christ, rather than another, then he is not the cause 
why there are more believers at one period of time than at an- 
other. And, ifso, to what purpose are the before-cited pray- 
ers or promises? As to the former, however strongly they 
speak of latter-day glory, and of God’s taking to him his 
great power, and reigning, they are, after all, mere predic- 
tions of what will be, rather than promises of what shall-be. 
The same may be said of the promises concerning. the suc- 
cess of the gospel after Ghrist’s ascension. As to the latter, 
to what purpose was it to pray for what they .already had ° 


) 
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. They had a gospel adapted to the condition of lost sinners ; and , 


as to divine grace, if any thing of that be necessary to a recep- 
tion of it, their hearers are supposed to have had a sufficiency 
of that already bestowed upon them, otherwise it would have 
been a mockery to address them. Now, if things are so, 
might not the apostles have expected some such an answer to 
their prayers as was given to Dives? ‘They have Moses and 
the prophets, yea, Christ and the apostles, let them hear them : 
I have given them grace sufficient already ; I shall do nothing 


more in order to their conversion, nothing at all, tntil they have 


believed.’ 

Ill. The scriptures represent God as having a determ 
design in his goings forth ina way of grace,a desig w ich 
shall never be frustrated. My counsel, saith the Lord, shall 


stand, and I will do all my pleasure.—I will work, and who — 


shall leé it? In the sending forth of his gospel, particularly, 
he speaks on this wise: For as the rain cometh down. and the 
snow from heaven, and returneth not thither, but watereth the 
earth, and maketh it bring forth and bud, that it may give 
seed to the sower, and bread to the eater: so shall my word 
be that goeth forth out of my mouth: it shall not return un- 
to me void, but it shall accomplish that which I please, and it 
shall prosper in the thing whereto I sent it.* But the scheme 
of P., if I understand it, supposes no such design. On the 
contrary, it supposes that God, in sending his Son into the 
world, and the gospel of salvation by him, never absolutely 
determined the salvation of one soul; that, notwithstanding 
any provision which he had made to the contrary, the whole 
world, after all, might have eternally perished ; the Son of God 
might never have seen of the travail of his soul ; the gospel 
might have been a universal savour of death: and the whole 
harvest of the divine proceedings a heap in the day of grief, 
and of desperate sorrow! 

To say that God designed to save believers, and therefore 
his design is not frustrated, is to say true, but not sufficient. 
For how if there had been no believers to save? And there 
might have been none at all, according to this scheme ; and 
so, instead of the serpent’s head being bruised by the seed of 
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the woman, Satan might, at last, have come off triumphant ; 
and the Creator, the Redeemer, and the Sanctifier of men might 
have been baffled in all the works of their hands ! 

IV. The character of the converted, during their carnal 
state, is frequently such as. proves that. their version is to 
be ascribed to soy ‘ereign, discriminating, and efficacious grace. 
It is not owing to any excellency in the objects, eilher natural 
or moral, that they are converted, rather than others. The 

apostle appeals to the Corinthians, in respect of the former ; 
iad of excellehcies: For ye see your calling, brethren; how te 


that not many wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not 


1 noble, are called. But God hath chosen the fovlish— 
; and the buse things of this world, to confound the 
wise, Heo mig’ ity, &c. And all this is said to be, That no flesh 


“should glory. in his presence. But or ui, continues the apos- 


tle, ane vE In Curisr Jesus, who of God is made unto us wis- 
dom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption ; that 
he that glorieth may glory in the Lord.* 

God bestows converting grace without any respect to moral 
gualities. The chief of sinners are frequently aon to be- 
lieve in Christ before others, who are far behind them in ini- 
quity. Numberless examples might be produced of this. 1 
shall only instance the case of those two famous, or rather, in- 
famous. cities, Jerusalem and Corinth. The one had been 
guilty of shedding the Redeemer’s blood, and the other was a 
sink of abominations. And yet there were more believers in 
these cities than in almost any other. How can this be ac- 
counted for, but upon the supposition of sovereign and invin- 
cible grace, is difficult to say. For, whether the depravity of 
man is sufficient to overcome any grace that is not invincible, 
or not, it will be allowed, surely, to have a tendency that way. 
And if so, one should think, the greater the depravity of any 
man is, the more improbable must be his conversion, The 
worst of sinners, therefore, believing before others, appears to 
be altogether inexplicable on the scheme here opposed: but 
to sovereign and omnipotent grace every mountain becomes a 
plain; and to this the conversions in both the cities are at- } 
tributed in scripture. Of the one it was promised, Thy peo- 
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_ ple shall be willing in the day of thy power. As to the other 
they were reminded, that, though they had been of the worst of 
characters, yet now they were washed—they were sanctified by 
the Spirit of God. And beforé their conversion, the apostle 
was encouraged in preaching, by this testimony, J have much 
people in this city.* ne ; : 
V. The scriptures represent the grace given by the Holy 
_ Spirit as being effectual; or as procuring certain and abiding 
. effects. One great difference between the covenant made with 
the whole nation of Israel at Sinai, and that which God promised 
to.make with his elect under the gospel appears. to consist in 
this ; that the former only propounded things by way of moral 
suasion, but the latter not only admits of this, but provides for 
its becoming effectual : Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, 
that I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and 
with the house of Judah; not according to the covenant that 
IE made with their fathers—which covenant they brake.—But 
this shall be the ronenamt that I will make with the house of 
Isract; After those days, saith the Lord, I wiil put my law in 
their inward parts, and write it in their hearts, and will be 
their God, and they shall be my people.{ This seems to con- 
stitute one essential difference between the law and the gospel; 
on account of which the one is called the deter, and the other 
the spirit. The one isa mere inefficient rule of right and 
wrong ; and the other makes provision for the bestowment of 
the Holy Spirit. It is observable also, that these promises 
which respect t!:« firs. beginning of real good in the soul are in 
every respect absolute. When promises are made of things 
which follow after our believing, they are generally, if not al- 
ways, connected with something good in the subject : thus it is 
promised, that the ryghteous shall hold on his way, and that they 


that endure to the end shall be saved. But nothing\of that kind 


is mentioned here. 

If it is objected, that, afler mention made of some such 
things ifthe prophecy of Ezekiel, it is added, Thus saith the 
Lord God, I will yet for this be inquired of by the house of 
Israel, to doit for them:{ lreply, It is granted that nothing 
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is more reasonable than that every man should pray to God to 
create in him a clean heart, and renew in him a right spirit ; 
and yet nothing is more certain than that no man ever did so 
pray in sincerity and truth, while under the dominion of sin. 
And if God, in the bestowment of a new heart, were to wait 
for this, not an individual would be found amongst the fallen race 
of man to be a recipient of his favour.* But how, then, are we 
to understand the passage before cited? I answer, Does not 
the Lord there speak of what he would do for his church, in si! 
way of increasing it with men like a flock ? If giving a new heart: 

in the former part of the chapter, is to be understood of rege- 
neration, God might make promises to them a: souls for 
their enlargement, and these promises might be fulfilled in an- 
swer to their prayers, though not in‘answer to the prayers of the 
unregenerate. 

_ VI. The apostle Peter (chap. i. ver. 2.) styles those to whom 
he wrote, Elect, according to the foreknowledge of God the 
Father, through sanctification of the Spirit, UNTO OBEDIENCE. 
Obedience, it should seem, zn all its parts, ectareingaae pas- 
sage, is that of which election and the sanctification of the Spirit 
are the proper causes. By the first they are chosen to tt ; through 
the last they are fitted for it. Now P. must admit, that faith in 
Christ is not only the root of evangelical obedience, but that 
itself, being a duty, is a part of obedience. Hence it is, that 
believing in Christ is called obeying him, (Rom. x. 16. vi. 17. 
i. 5. Heb. v. 9.) and the contrary is represented as disobeying 
him. (2. Thes. i. 8, 9, 1 Pet. iv. 17.) It follows then, that, if 
election and the sanctification of the Spirit are the causes of our 
obedience, they must be the causes of our believing ; and, con- 
sequently, must precede it, since the cause always precedes the 


.effect. Gop BE THANKED, says the grateful apostle, that ye 


have obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine which was de- 
livered you !} ; 


* & 


Comes unprevented, unimplored, unsought. 

Happy for man so coming! He her aid 

Can never seek, once dead in sins, and lost. 
Miron. 

t Rom. vi. 17. 


sea! 
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VII. Whatever difference there is between. us and others, 


we are taught, in the scriptures, to ascribe it all to God, and not 
to boast as if it were of ourselves: Are we better than they? no, 
in nowise.— By the grace of God Iam what lam. Who maketh 
thee to differ ? ‘and what hast thou thas thou didst not receive ? 
Now, if thou didst receive it, why dost thou glory, asf thou 
hadst not received it 2* ’ 


That there is a difference between believers and unbelievers, 


call will allow : but, ifthe question be asked, Who maketh thee 


to differ? what must be the answer? If the scheme of P. be 
true, I should think it must by a person’s own self, and not God. 

If he reply, ‘No, Ido not maintain that man, of himself, can do 
any thing spiritually good, it is all by the grace of God.’ Be it 
o: this grace is supposed to be given indiscriminately to man- 
kind in general. This, therefore, does not in the least alter 
the case. However the grace of God may be a remote cause of 
the good that isin me, yet it is easy to see, that, upon this sup- 
position, it is no cause whatever of the difference between me 
and another. My unbelieving neighbour had, or might have 
had, as much grace given him as 1; hut either he did not ask it, 
or did not improve the stock imparted to him; which I did. 
He resisted the Holy Spirit ; but 1 was of a pliable temper, 
and yielded to his persuasions. I have, therefore, by a good 
improvement of the grace given or offered to me in common 
with my neighbour, to all intents and purposes, made myself to 
differ. But who am I personating ?—Philanthropos ?—No, 
surely! It is the language of his creed, not of him: No, ‘no, 
whatever may escape from the lip, or the pen, his heart must 
unite with ours, Nor unTo ue, Lorp, NOT UNTO US, BUT. TO THY 
NAME GIVE GLORY ! 

If it is objected, The apostle is writing to the Corinthians 
concerning spiritual gifts and advantages, and cutting off their 
vain boastings on that score, and not concerning spiritual dis- 
positions ; I answer, There is, in my opinion, considerable 
evidence of the contrary.t But, be that as it may, the reason- 
ing with which this is effected is equally applicable to the lat- 


* Rom, ii. 19, 1. Cor. xv. 10. iv. 7. 
+ See Dr. Gill’s Cause of Gad and Truth, Part Uf. Chap. IV. No. XV, 


and Dr. Guyse’s paraphrase and note upon the text. 
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ter 2 as the former. If there is any force. i in the apostle’s rea- 
soning, it certainly implies thus much; that if, in any thing 
whatever, we do make ourselves to differ, then we have, so 
far, a ground for boasting; and if, as bore make our- 
selves to differ from “a then boasting, in the affairs of 
our salvation, after all, is not excluded ; no, not by the law of 
Faith. 4 ei mi 

I remember a noted writer admits as much as this, and 
maintains, that, though the primitive — no reaso! 
to boast. or glory in their enjoyment of spiritu 


a were aac infused without ic "il and 


pide dcponinie : in these, he avers, we may ‘boast ; yes, in 
these we may glory in ourselves.* But I have too good an 
opinion of the humility of P. to imagine that such sentiments 
can occupy his bosom. I cannot persuade myself that he has 
so learped Christ. I will venture to repeat it, whatever his 
hostile creed may affirm, his heart, especially in his née . 
dresses to God, must accord with the apostle : n, yes, 
OF HIM, are ye in Christ Jesus.— He that glorieth, let him glory 
in the Lord.} 


* Dr. Whitby, on 1 Cor. iv. 17. ’Tis true, the Doctor observes, “* That 
we having our faculties from God, the action may well be ascribed, and 
the whole glory must be due to him.” Indeed ! If the whole be due to him, 
how is it that, we are entitled toa part? Besides, how does this ascribe 
the glory of our being made to differ to God; seeing one is possessed of 
these faculties, as well as another ? 

t The hinge of a great part of the controversy between us turns on the 
solution of the above subject. That there is a difference between one man 
and another, cannot be called in question. This difference is either to be 
ascribed to the grace of God, or to the goodness of the creature. If to the 
former, the supposition of God’s making no difference between one man 
and another, must be given up: if to the latter, then boasting is not ex- 
cluded, but cherished, even by the law of faith. 

It may seem as if we were wanting in our LOVE TO MANKIND; and, by 
the name my opponent has assumed, he seems to wish to remind us of 
it, and to suggest thelegaerority of his system in point of philanth» opy. 
But it is not for human passions to govern the divine conduct. We 
should rejoice in the salvation of the whole human race, if it pleased 
God; but the whole human: race will not be finally saved. That is a 
fact admitted on both sides: and. a fact which the utmost flow of phi- 


| gifts, seeing — 


&, 


not yet glorif 
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But it is time for me to attend to the REAS@NINGS and oB-. 


sections of P. upon this subject. Are there not passages of | 


scripture, it may be asked, which represent the Spirit as be- 
ing given to us after we believe? Yes, there are; and to 
some of them P. refers us. (p. 22.)* To which it is replied, 
The Holy Spirit is said to be given in other respects, as well 
as for the purpose of regeneration. The Spirit was given for 
the endowing the primitive Christians with extraordinary 
gifts and grace. See Acts xix. 2. And this is evidently the 


- meaning of John vii. 39. The Spirit which they that believed 


on him were to receive was not yet given, because Jesus was 


till then, in. 48 
ther, The Holy Spirit was given as the enlightener, ee 
and sanctifier of true Christians. Thus Christ promised to 
send them the comforter, to guide them in all truth; and 
this, it is apprehended, is the meaning of Ephes..i. 13, 14. 
After ye believed, ye were sealed, &c. The apostle prayed for 
these Ep! jesians, (ver. 17.) that God would give them the 
Spirct of ‘wisdom, &c. We might as well infer from this, that 
they were, “at that time, destitute of the Spirit of God, as from 
the other, that they were so, in every sense, till after they be- 
lieved. Much the same might be said of the other passages 
produced. . 

That men are the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus, 
is true; but I apprehend the godly sustain that character on 
two accounts. One is from their bearing the image of their 
heavenly Father, which is communicated in regeneration ; the 
other is from their sharing the rights, privileges, and inherit- 
ance of the sons ef God, which follow upon believing. The 
one is a work of grace upon us; the other an act of grace 
towards us. Both are mentioned by the evangelist John, 
(chap i. 12, 13.) and the former, | apprehend, is there repre- 
sented as being prior to the latter. 


lanthropy cannot alter; the question then, with us, is, Whio deserves 
the praise of the difference betwéen one man and another? If God hag 
made no difference, we must have made it ourdelves ; and fo us mnst 
belong the glory of that difference to eternal ages. 

* The passages he has referred us to are John vii. 38, 39. Ephes. i, 1% 
14. Gal. iii. 2. 14. ny 
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As to the consequence which P. observes must follow—as, 
that a man must be “‘ regenerated and condemned at the same 
time.” (p. 22.) I answer, This proceeds upon the supposi- 
tion of a period of time taking place between regeneration and 
coming to Christ. When we speak of one being, prior to the 
other, we mean no more than as a cause is prior to an effect 
which immediately follows. A blind man must have his eyes 
open before he can see ; and yet there is no period of time be- 


tween the one and the other. As soon as eyes are opened, 
he sees. And thus, it is supposed, a man must be born again, oye vs 


in order to see the kingdom of God.* A man of a wicked 
temper of mind must be turned to be of another spirit, before 
he can love or choose that which is lovely ; but yet there is no 
supposable peridd of time between them ; for no sooner is he 
turned, than he is of another spirit, and does love and choose 
different objects from what he did before. 

Pir however, P. should not be satisfied with this answer, let 
him reflect, that, if an absurdity remains, it is such a one as 
attends his own principles, equally with ours. He supposes 
we receive the Spirit after believing, and refers us for proof 
to Ephes. 1.13. After that ye believed, ye were sealed with 
that holy Spirit of promise. (p. 22.) Now the scripture is 
express, He that hath not the Spirit of Christ is none of his.} 
We might, therefore, retort and ask, In what condition is a 
man when he has believed, and before he has received the 
Spirit of Christ? He is supposed to be a believer, and there- 
fore shall not come into condemnation ; but yet, not having 
the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. To what master, then, 
does he belong? And to what world must he go, ifhe should 
happen to die in this condition? ‘But this is mere trifling!’ 
Be it so: it is such as, when used against us, occupies the pate 
of reasoning. 

Bat “‘if men are regenerated before they come to Christ, 
then believing in Christ is not the mean of a sinner’s recovery, 
but only a consequence of that recovery.” (p. 23.) Coming 
to Christ is the mean of a sinner’s enjoying the forgiveness of 
sins, with various other blessings, all included in the term (fe ; 
(John v. 40.) but that is no proof that it is the mean of his 


® Jolta iim ® it Rom. viii, ® 
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tegeneration ; which it cannot be, unless, contrary to every 
law of nature to which regeneration alludes, spiritual motion 
can precede, and be the neans of spiritual life. Perseverance 
is the mean oo our enjoyment of eternal glory; but it does not 
thence follow, but that perseverance is a consequence of the 
grace of the Holy Spirit. \ 

But if regeneration precede eur coming to Christ, then 


_ ‘**men are excusable, it is supposed, in not coming; and it 


must be absurd to exhort them to it while they are unregene- 
~ rated:”? (peeee) If I understand this reasoning, the amount of 
it is this; If men are so bad, that none but God can turn their 
hearts, then their badness becomes excusable ; and if, in our 
exhorting them, no hope is to be placed in them, then neither 
is there any to be placed in God!’ Were I to enter the com- 
pany of a malicious rebel, with a view to persuade him to go 
and cast himself at the feet of his abused sovereign, 1 should 
have no hope of succeeding, or of bringing him to a compli- 
ance, while he remained under the dominion of such a spirit. 
‘ Why then,’ it may be asked, ‘do you exhort him to it, till 
you see his spirit changed?’ Why? What if I go in hope of 
being instrumental in the changing of his spirit? Suppose I 
urge upon him the goodness of the law he has broken, his 
wicked and unreasonable revolt, his great and imminent dan- 
ger, and, above all, the clemency of the prince towards re- 
turning rebels ; suppose { conjure him, therefore, to go and 
submit to mercy: may not all this be done without imagining 
that going and submitting to mercy is a matler so easy, that 
it may be done by a person possessing a mind still under the 
dominion of wickedness? May it not rather, be done in the 
hope that such means may be succeeded to the reducing him 
to a right spirit ? * 

* But might we not, upon these principles, as well let them alone ¢ 
Some, I am aware, of very different sentiments from P., would say, we 
might ; and that such a mode of exhorting is only setting them to work, 
which tends to fill them with an idea of their own righteousness. It is 
granted, if the works to which they are directed are mere external things, 
such as are “ within the compass of a carnal heart,” and such as they 
may goon in with ease; then it may tend to lift them up with pride and 


self-sufficiency. But, if things which are spiritually good are pressed 
upon them, and they go about a compliance, it is so far from having a 


2 


260 REPLY TO . _ [Secret 


This also may serve for a reply to what P. observes on “‘ ex- 
horting those who are in doubt of their conversion, to apply to 
Christ.” (p. 25.) I think, with him, it is much better to di- 
rect such persons immediately to apply to Christ, than to set 
them about examining the evidences of their regeneration to 
the neglect of that. And though he is pleased to call this 
‘‘ absurd and ridiculous’? upon my principles, yet he has not 
condescended to back that assertion with any thing like evi- 


dence. If regeneration were that which constituted our war- 


tendency to promote self-righteousness, that it is the most likely mean 
to destroy it. People who never try to repent, pray, &c. generally think 
‘they can do these things at any time. Putting a person to the experi- 
ment, is the most likely way to convince him of his insufficiency, or in 
other words, of his dreadful depravity ;.and if this is but effected, he 
will then cry in earnest to the strong for strength. 1 believe it is God’s 
nsual way, thus to convince people of their insufficiency. While Saul 
went on in external services, he was at ease, alive, and in high spirits, | 
not doubting but that all was right, and that he was doing God service ; 

but a view of his great obligations to things spiritually good, discovered 

to him a world of iniquity of which he had never thought. It was frem 

this period that his self-righteousness received its fatal wound: yes, 

then it was that sin revived and he died. Rom. vii. 9. Now, if this is 

God’s usual method of working, surely we ought not, as ministers, to set 

ourselves against it, but rather to concur with it. 

It is worthy of remark, how well our opponents here agree amongst 
themselves. *Tis true they differ in some respects; some think coming 
to Christa matter so easy, that an unrenewed heart may, somehow or 
other, accomplish it; the others cannot think so, and therefore, confine 
their exhortations to things of an external nature. But both agree in 
this, that men should not be exhorted to any thing but what may be done 

» by an unregenerate heart; that is, by a heart at enmity with God 
‘Surely,”’ says:P. “it cannot be sin for men, as depraved, not to attempt 
that which the word tells them they cannot perform.’ (p. 23.) And the 
reasonings of Mr. Button are frequently of the same tendency. But 
whether such a position be agreeable or contrary to the word of God, 
let the following passages, amongst many others determine; Jer. vi. 8— 
11, 15,16. Matt. xii. 34. John v. 44, 45. viii: 483—46. Rom. viii. 9. 
2 Pet. ii. 14. If Mr. Button should here complain, and say, he has ac- 
knowledged that “internal religion is required of men in general,” —] 
answer, If Mr, B. or any other minister does, indeed, exhort the carnal 
part of their auditory to any thing more than whatis ‘ within the com 
pass ofa carnal heart,” then, it is acknowledged, they are not affected 
by what is above advanced. . 3 
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rant to apply to Christ, his reasoning would be just ; but if it is 
only a begetting in us a right spirit, a spirit to comply with the 
warrant which we already have, then there is no weight in it. 
All right action, whether corporeal or mental, must proceed 
from a right spirit ; yet if'a man were in doubt whether he was 
of a right spirit, which would be reckoned the most ridicu- 
lous, to exhort him to right action, or to set him to examine his 
spirit by rules of theory, and bid him wait till he found he was 


‘of a good spirit, and then perform a good action? The latter 


would be pernicious, or, to say the least, perplexing: but a 
compliance with the former would be attended with both safety 
and satisfaction. 

P. frequently makes mention of a passage from Mr. Caleb 
Evans, which | also had quoted, which is as follows: ‘¢ The 
calls and invitations, the promises and threatenings of the word 
of God, are means which every one knows are in their own na- 
ture adapted to remove a moral indisposition of the mind, just 
as much as the prescriptions of a physician, or the operations 
of a surgeon, are suited to remove any natural disorder of the 
body.” He also frequently speaks as if the reason why the 
gospel, rather than the law succeeded to the converson of a 
sinner was, because of this fitness, adaptedness, or innate ten- 
dency of which it is possessed. (p. 67.) But, it should be 
observed, Mr. Evans’s words are not spoken simply of the gos- 
pel ; they are spoken of the threatenings as well as the prom- 
ises in the word of God, which, I should think, are no part 
of the gospel, though, as P. somewhere expresses it, they are 
necessarily attendant on it, and so make a part of the minis- 
terial message. 

Further : Our dispute is not whether the gospel be a suitable 
mean in the hand of the Holy Spirit to convert a sinner, but 
whether it is sufficient in virtue of this its suitableness, to effect 
the change without an Almighty and invincible agency at- 
tending it? A sword is a suitable instrument to cause a 


‘wound ; but it does not thence follow, that it is of itself suf- 


ficient to effect this without a hand to wield it. Three things | 
would here beg leave to offer; 1. The Holy Spirit can, and 
does make use of the Jaw, as well as the gospel, in a sinner’s 
conversion. J had not known sin, says the apostle, but by the 


262 REPLY TO [Sxcr. I. 


law.—The law is a schoolmaster, to bring us to Christ.* 2. If 
the success of the gospel is to be attributed to its suitableness, 
then, I suppose, it must be on account of its containing good 
tidings ; and so tending to slay men’s native enemy, and to 
conciliate their hearts to God. But the scripture represents 
the human heart as equally prone to abuse God’s mercy, as to 
‘despise his severity. Let favour be showed to the wicked, 
says the prophet, yet he will not learn righteousness: in the 
land of uprightness will he deal unjustly, and will not behold the 
_ majesty of the Lord.}| The reason why men hate God is not 
because they consider him, in every sense, as their enemy : if 
so, could you but persuade them that God loved them, and 
Christ died for them, their enmity would subside. But is that 
indeed the case ?. Do not the generality of men consider God 
as their friend? mor can you persuade them that they are 
under his displeasure. Yet this has no tendency to remove 
their enmity. What they hate in God is that from which their 
hearts are wholly averse ; and that is, his trwe character. 3. 
‘Phe success which has attended the gospel is not ascribed to its 
supposed fitness to conciliate a sinner’s heart, but to the power 
of Almighty God attending it. I hope this last has been suffi- 
ciently proved already. God ordered Moses to take a rod, and 
smite the rock. The rod, to be sure, was the means of break- 
ing the rock; not, however, on account of its being egual to 
such an effect: the rock rather had a tendency to break the rod, 
than the rod the rock. But an almighty energy attended it 
from Him with whom all things are possible. , 

That the gospel is suited to the state of men, as fallen, is 
granted : (p. 23.) it zs suited to their forlorn circumstances, but 
not to their evil propensities. It could not be of God, if it 
were. But to make believing in Christ something that may be 
done by a wicked mind, is to reduce the gospel to the latter, 
rather than the former ; and this, contrary to the apostle’s de- 
claration, They that are in the flesh cannot please God. 

P, observes, that, if believing is the effect of regeneration, 
then men certainly ‘‘ought to be taught this truth ;” and 
seems greatly to tremble for the consequences of such teach+ 


*Rom., vii. 6, Gal, iii. 24. tsa, xxvi. 10. ft Rom, viii. &, 
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“ing. (p. 22.) It is granted there is a way of conveying this 
sentiment which is very pernicious: nevertheless, I see no 

reason why we should scruple the publishing of the sentiment 
itself, in the course of our ministry. To tell a sinner he cannot 
love God, repent of sin, and come to Christ, is only another 
mode of telling him that he has the very heart of a devil. 
‘But this is killing work.’ ‘It is granted; and all my hope is, 
that God will please to succeed my labours, first to kill, and 

then to make alive. A conviction of our being utterly lost 
must precede an application to the Saviour. So long asa sin- 
ner can find any hope, or any help in himself, he will never 
fall at the feet of Christ, as utterly undone. . The whole need 
not a physician, but those that are sick. If it tends to drive 
sinners to despazr, it is such a despair as lies at the foundation 
of gospel hope. The sinner may be alive without the law; 
but, if he live to God, the commandment must first come, sin 
revive, and he die.* So far from shunning to declare this sen- 
timent, humiliating as it is, I should rejoice, therefore, to see it 
propagated throughout the earth. That which renders it pe- 
culiarly offensive, is one thing on account of which it appears 
to me to be a truth ; and that is, its laying the sinner absolutely 
at the divine discretion, and cutting off all hope whatever, but 
what shall arise from the sovereignty of God. 


SECTION II. 


ON NATURAL AND MORAL INABILITY. 


On this subject I find it difficult to collect the real seati- 
ments of P.—Sometimes, he seems to admit of the distinction, 
and allows that I have written upon it with ‘‘ perspicuity.”’ 
(p. 63.) At other times, he appears utterly to reject it, and 
to reason upon the supposition of there being no difference 
hetrveen tha one and the other; and that to command a person 


* Rom, vik 9. 
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to perform any thing with which it is not in the power of his 
heart to comply, (for this, he must know, is the only idea we 
have of moral inability,) is as unreasonable, unless grace is 
bestowed, as to “‘ command a stone to walk, or a horse to sing.” 
(p. 44.) If this is indeed the case, the distinction ought to be 
given up. Be that, however, as it may, whether there be any 
real difference between natural and moral inability, in point of 
blame-worthiness, or not, P. knows that I suppose there is: by 
what rule of fair reasoning, therefore, be could take the contrary 
for granted, is difficult to determine. 

But, passing this, from the whole of what P. has written on 
this subject, I observe there are three things, which, somehow 


or other, either severally or jointly, are supposed to constitute — 3 


even a moral inability blameless. One is, men could not avoid 
it; they were depraved and ruined by Adam’s transgression ; 
another is, its being so great in degree, as to be insuperable ; 
and the last is, if grace is not given, sufficient to deliver us from 
it. ‘ 1f,’ssays he, ‘men could never avoid it, and cannot de- 
liver themselves from it, and the blessed God will not deliver them ; 
surely they ought not to be punished for it, or for any of its ne- 
cessary effects.” (p. 67.) 

The jirst two of these suppositions, be it observed, are admit- 
ted by P. as facts. Men are, he acknowledges, born in sin, and 
‘¢ their inability to do things spiritually good is real and total.”’ 
(pp. 44.57.) They cannot love God, nor keep his holy law. 
Now, these facts either do excuse mankind in their want 
of conformity to the law, or they do not. If they do not, 
why are they produced? If they do, there is no need for 
what respects the Jast supposition. THere is no need, sure- 
ly, for grace to deliver-men from a state wherein they are 
already blameless. The justice of God, one should think, 
would see to that, and prevent the innocent from being con- 
demned. But let us give each of these subjects a separate con- 
sideration. 

1. Men being born iN sin, or inheriting their evil propensi- 
ties from Adam’s fall. It has been observed already, that P. 
admits the fact: now, to admit this fact is, I should think, to 
admit a constituted union having taken place between Adam 
and his posterity. And yet the whole of what he says upon 
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this subject proceeds from the supposition of no such union 
takiag place ; for he all along, speaks of Adam and his descend- 
ants in a separate capacity. ‘Thus he insists upon it that “ we 
could not be to blame for what we could not avoid ;” with many 
passages of the like kind. , Very true: but, if the notion of a 
union between Adam and his posterity be admitted, then it can- 
not properly be said, we could not avoid it: for in that case, he 
was the head and we the members; the whole constituting one 
body, or, as it were, one person. A union of this nature must 
either be admitted, or denied; if admitted, why consider the 
descendants of Adam in a separate capacity ?—If denied, why 
speak of inheriting any thing from him, unless it were by ill 
example ? 

Infants are not to Daan ina personal capacity : but, if there 
be a union between the parent of mankind and his posterity; 
through which their depravity is derived, as it is supposed there 
is, they must be to blame relatively. No one, I suppose, can 
be to blame ina personal capacity, til] he is capable of the 
knowledge of right and wrong; but it does not follow from 
thence, that, till then, he is, in every sense, blameless ; for that 
would be the same thing as to be sinless: and if so, I see not 
how they can be said to be born in sin. If there is not blame 
somewhere, it will be very difficult to account for the misery 
and death to which infants are exposed; and for the apostle’s 
mode of reasoning, who first asserts, that before the Mosaic law, 
siz was in the world, and then proves this assertion by the reign 
of death, ‘* even over them that had not sinned after the simili- 
tude of Adam’s transgression.””* 

That this is a difficult and awful subject, is allowed: and 
so is the introduction of moral evil into the world, be it upon 
what hypothesis it may. It is a subject, however, which in 
my apprehension | must either admit, or reject the authori- 
ty of the Bible: and when I had done that, my difficulties, in- 
stead of being diminished, would be abundantly increased. I 
therefore admit it, upon the credit of divine revelation; and 
herein, itseems, I have the happiness to agree with P. He 
admits that men become sinners in consequence of Adam’s 
fall. The question, then, between us seems to be this: 


¥ Rom. vy. 13, 1d. 
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Whether to be a sinner is the same thing as to be a subject of 
blame; or, whether there be a sort of sin which has nothing 
blameworthy in it, and a sort of sinners who, nevertheless, are 
blameless beings ? ; . 

P. admits of our being born with impure propensities; and 
yet supposes these propensities in themselves to be blameless. 
He reckons the whole blame to lie, not in being the subject of 
these propensities, but in the exercise and indulgence of them. 
(pp. 65, 66.) I confess I cannot understand how this can con- 
sist either with his own sentiments, or with the nature of things. 
Not with his own sentiments; for he allows that * men are ru- 
ined and depraved. by Adam’s fall.”? But how can we be ruined 
and depraved by that which does not, in any sense, constitute us 
blameworthy >? What though we derive impure propensities 


trom him, yet, if these propensities are innocent, how can they 


ruin us? how can they deprave us? Our depravity must con- 
sist in, and our ruin arise from, that which constitutes blame, 
and that alone; and if blame lies merely in the indulgence of 
impure propensity, and not in being the subject of the thing it- 
self, why then it is there we have to look for the beginning of 
depravity and ruin, and nowhere else. How far these senti- 
ments will agree likewise with the doctrine of human depravity, 
which P. assures us he by no means intended to oppose, may 
deserve his attention. 

Further: | see not how the above sentiments can consist 
with the nature of things. If blame does not lie in being the 
subject of an evil disposition, because, as individuals, we could 
not avoid it; then, for the same reason, it cannot lie in the 
exercise of that disposition, unless that also can be avoided. 
And this is what P. seems to allow; for he extends blameless- 
ness not only to evil dispositions, but to all their ‘ necessary 
effects.” (p. 67.) Now, there is, either a possibility of that 
exercise being totally avoided, or there is not: there is either a 
possibility, for instance, of a person living all his life without a 


foolish thought, or there is not. Lf there is, then there isa pos- 


sibility of going through life in a sinless state; and if so, how 
are we depraved by Adam’s fall? Ifthere is not, then it must 
follow, that the exercise of evil dispositions may be blameless, as 
well as the dispositions themselves ; and contrary to the deci- 
sion of holy scripture, that the thought of foolishness is not 
ain. ' 


nl 
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We may go on to distinguish an evil propensity from its 
exercise, till we use words without ideas ; for what is an evil 
propensity but an evil bias, or a bias of the soul towards evil 2 
And whether it is possible to conceive of an inactive propen- 
sity in a rational being, is doubtful with me. But suppose we 
may, the common sense of mankind never teaches them so to 
distinguish them, as to excuse the one, and place all blamewor- 
thiness in the other. An impure propensity is an impure tem- 
per of mind ; and a propensity to revenge is the same thing as 
a revengeful temper: but tempers of this description are so far 
from being excusable, that there is nothing mankind are more 
apt to censure. ’Tis true, they cannot censure them but as 


age they see them discovered, because they have no other method 


of knowing the evil stock but by its evil branches; but, when 
they do discover them, they seldom fail to curse both root and 
branch.* . 

Neither do people think of excusing a churlish, haughty, 
or covetous temper in any man, because of his father’s being 
so before him. On the contrary, they often turn that very 
circumstance to his reproach.‘ You are a villain,’ say they, 
* by nature, and all your family were so before you.’ If men 
offend one against another, strict inquiry is made whether the 
offence proceeded from an evil disposition, or from mere in- 
advertency ; and, according as this is found, allowances are 
made. But I know not that it is ever asked, how the party 
came by bis evil disposition: that is a matter introduced into 
divinity, where God is the object offended; but it cannot be 
admitted into the common affairs of life, between man and 
man. Now, if the common sense of mankind never leads 


* > Tis true, there are certain propensities which constitute a part of our 
nature, asmen, and which, therefore, are simply natural ; the excessive in- 
dulgence whereof is, nevertheless, sinful. Thus, emulation, in itself, is na- 
tural; but, carried to excess, it becomes pride. Thus, also, the love of 
pleasure is, in itself, natural; but carried to excess, it becomes volup/ucus- 
ness, &c. &c. But P. caonot justly pretend, that when he makes blame to 
consist not in the propensity itself, but in the exercise or indulgence of it, 
he means thete natural propensities; because he speaks of them as derived 
from Adam’s fall, which these are not; and calls them impure, whereas 
these, mm themselves considered, are a part of human nature in its purest 


state. 
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them to take this circumstance into consideration in matters be- 
tween themselves, it is, at least, a presumptive argument, that it 
will not bear advancing in: matters of offence against God. 
Out of thine own mouth will I judge thee, thou wicked ser- 
vant. 

That evil dispositions are, in theateclvess blameworthy, not- 
withstanding their derivation from our first parents, not only 
accords with the common sense of mankind, but also with 
the word of God. The word of God requires us to love him 
with all the heart, soul, mind, and strength; but to love God- 
in this manner supposes the absence of every evil propensity to 
rebel against him, and of every approach’towards a spirit of 
contrariety to him. It must follow, then, so long as this holy 
law of God is allowed to be an “‘ infallible test of right and 
wrong,” (p. 67.) that such a propensity is in itself sinful, be- 
ing directly contrary to its righteous requirements. It is not 
merely a something which ‘leads to evil tempers,” (as P. 
speaks, p. 66.) but it is itself an evil temper of the mind; a 
temper that can take no delight in God, or in any" thing that 
bears his holy likeness. 

Further: His idea of blameworthiness, if I understand it, 
agrees to nothing but postive acts of sin; the exercise or tn- 
dulgence of an evil propensity can agree to nothing else. 
Now, according to this, there is no such thing as sin or blame 
in that universal want of love to God, which has. place in all’ 
unregenerate men, and to an awful degree in good men; for 
that, strictly speaking, is not so much a positively evil dispo- 
sition, as it is the absence of a good one. But, if the law of 
God is the ‘test of right and wrong,” this must, neyerthe- 
less, be found sinful; for it is the very reverse of what that 
law requires. If there is nothing blameworthy in the want of 
aheart to love God, nor even in a propensity to bate him, 
then, surely, the moral law must be abrogated by man’s apos- 
tasy 5 i can be no longer to. us “ the standard of right and 
wrong.” 

The law is said to have entered, that the orrENcE might 
abound ; and by the law is the knowledge of sin.* The only 
certain rule, therefore, of determining what is sin, is to in- 


* Rom. vy. 20. iti, 20. 
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quire into the extent of that unerring rule. Now, the law, 
as given in the decalogue, requires love to God with all the 
heart, without making any allowance for our being born des- 
titute of a disposition so to. do. It should seem, therefore, 
that God considered the want of a disposition to love him as 
offensive ;, and gave the law, which requires such a disposi- 
tion, that that offence might abound, or be made manifest. 
But if there be nothing blameworthy in it, there can be no- 
thing offensive ; and if no offence exists, none can be made to 
abound. 

P. allows my ‘‘ reasonings on the extent of the moral law to 
be very conclusive.” This, I should think, is rather extraor- 
dinary ; but this is not all: he thinks ‘*it would most certain- 
ly contribute much, under the blessing of God, to the conver- 
sion of sinners, if a due regard were always paid to it.”” (p. 67.) 
But, according to the reasoning above, I see no such tendency 
it could have. For the carnal mind of man is enmity against 
God, and is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can it 
be; and they were born tn this condition. How, then, could it 
promote rational conviction ? Whatever tendency it might have 
to bring them to love the Saviour, it must be at the expense of 
their regard for the Lawgiver. Yea, it must fill them with 
greater enmity against him, to hear of his requiring that of them 
which is not reasonable, in their present circumstances, should 
be required. If they are taught to consider the Lawgiver of 
the world as resembling a cruel Egyptain task-master, and the 


’ Saviour as one who came into the world to deliver them, by re- 


pealing his. rigorous edicts ; then they may love the one, and 
hate the other. ~But ifthe Saviour is viewed in his true char- 
acter, as not coming to abrogate the law, buat to magnify, and 
make tt honourable ; to condemn the sinner’s conduct, while he 
saves his soul ; then they cannot hate the one, without equally 
hating the other. m, 

‘1 do not know,” says P. “that the scripture ever blames 
man, much less condemns him, because he is born impure, or 
because he is the subject of impure propensities.” (p. 65.) 
As to the actual execution of condemnation, it isnot for me 
to say, how far the mercy of God will be extended. If those 
who die before their evil propensities are reduced to action 
are all saved, | suppose they are saved through the mediation 
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of Christ, and not taken to heaven on the footing of personal in- 
nocency. But, in respect to blame-worthiness, 1 remember a 
man who once took blame and shame to himself for his original 
impurity ; bringing it in amongst his penitential confessions, 
that he was shapen in iniquity, and conceived in stn; and that, 
surely, with an intention not to excuse, but to aggravate his 
crimes. In the same Psalm, and in the next sentence, after 
acknowledging the depravity of bis nature, the penitent Psalmist 
adds, Thou desirest truth in the inward parts ; which, I should 
think, must intend the opposzée of that in which he had just con- 
fessed himself to have been conceived and shapen.* Further: 
we are said to have been, by nature, the children of wrath :+ but 
one should suppose, there could be no wrath due to us, if no 


blame were found in us. 


P. asserts, that, in respect of the impurity of our nature, we 
are under a natural inability of avoiding it ; which, therefore, 
must be innocent. (p. 65.) But to call such an inability as this 
natural, is, I apprehend, to apply the term in such a manner as 
tends to produce a confusion of ideas. Whatever defect attends 
any man, which is simply natural, it must belong to some consti- 
tuent part of his nature, or of that which constitutes him a man. 
If the definition which 1 have heretofore given of natural ability 
be just, (and this P. has fully acknowledged, p. 64.) it must 
‘be either a defect in ‘ rational faculties, or bodily powers, or op- 
portunity to put those faculties, or powers, in exercise.’ But 
neither purity nor impurity, come by them how we may, are 
any constituent parts of human nature ; a defect, therefore, in 
that matter, cannot, with propriety, be called a natural defect. 
The depravity of our hearts is not owing to natural weakness, 
either of body or mind, nor yet to the want of opportunity 
to know and glorify God. When we speak of it as being the 
sin of our nature, we use the term ina very different sense 
from what we do, when speaking of natural inability. By 
the sin of our nature, we mean, not any thing which belongs 
to our nature as human, but what is, by the f : interwoven 
with it, as if it were, though in fact it is" nots a part of it ; and 
so deeply rooted in our souls as to become piatural) as it were, 


to us. | ¢ 
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But it will be said,‘ It must bea natural inability ; for it is 
not at our option whether we will be born pure or impure : 
iti is, therefore, what we cannot avoid, in any sense whatever. 
To this it is replied, as before, There is no justice, or fair- 
ness, inconsidering mankindas united to Adam, or not united, 
just as it may serve a purpose. If they are not to be con- 
sidered as one, why speak of inheriting impure propensities ? 
If they are, why speak of them in a separate capacity? To 
admit of a union between Adam and his posterity, and, at the 
same time, keep exclaiming, ‘ We could not avoid being sin- 


‘ners; we are not to blame, and ought not to suffer ;’ is as un- 
‘reasonable as ifa criminal should complain, at the hour of exe- 


cution, that be was to be hanged by the neck, for what he bad 
stolen with his hands. Whatever difficulty may attend us in 
this part, it isa difficulty that belongs not to the doctrine of na- 
taral and moral inability, but to that of original sin ; a difficulty, 
therefore, which sib us no more than it does those who differ 
from us. 

i. The next thing which P. considers as contributing to 
render even a moral inability blameless is, its being so great 
in degree, as to become insuperable. According to my prin- 
ciples, he says, our moral inability is invincible ; and insists 
upon it, that, if so, it is excusable. ‘* No man,” says he, 
‘© blames.a lion, because he has not the disposition of a lamb : 
and if alion had the understanding of a man, yet, if he could 
not alter his native ferocity, he would certainly be as unblame- 
able as he is without understanding.” -The same reasoning 
holds good in all other instances. (p. 68.) To all which it is 
replied, If he mean that they cannot bui sin, though they would 
do otherwise never so fain, it is granted all this reasoning ts fair 
and just: it would then be a natural inability, and, therefore, 
excusable. But, if this were all he meant, it would amount 
tonothing. If he mean any thing to the purpose, any thing 
different from that which he opposes, it must be this: that, 
if their hearts ere $0 set in them to do evil, that, though they 
could do otheru if they would, yet they will not, but will be 
sure, ta every instance, to choose the wrong path ; THEN the. ye 
must, of course, be excusable. And, if this be what he maintains, 
his reasoning appears, to me, not only inconsistent, but extrava- 
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P. must know, surely, that, when the terms cannot, inabili- 
ty, &c. are used in these connexions, they are used, not in a 
proper, but in a figurative sense; that they do not express 
the state of a person hindered by something extraneous to his 
own will, but denote what we usually mean by the phrase, 


‘cannot find in his heart ; that depravity is not nutural to us, 


in the same sense as ferocity is to a lion; that itis rather the 
ruin and disgrace of our nature, than any part of it: and that, 
therefore, such comparisons are but ill adapted to illustrate the 
subject. 

We suppose that the propensities of mankind to evil are 
so strong as to become invincible by every thing but omnipo- 
tent grace : but, whether that is allowed, or not, I think it 
must be allowed, that they are such as to render spiritual ex- 
ercises very difficult ; at least, they have some tendency that 
way. Now, if the above reasoning be just, it will follow, that, 
in proportion to the degree of that difficulty, the subjects there- 
of ought to be excused in the omission of spiritual exercises. 
P. supposes, that, in this case, there is no difference between 
natural and moral inability ; and his argument proceeds, al! 
along, upon this supposition. Now, we know, that in all cases 
where impediments are simply natural, it is not at all more evi- 
dent than an entire inability amounts to a full excuse, than that 
a great difficulty excuses in a great degree. If, therefore, such 
reasoning be just, it must follow that men are excusable in’ ex- 
act proportion to the strength of their evil propensities ; that is, 
they are excusable in just the same proportion as, according to 
the common sense of mankind, they are internally wicked, or 
culpable ! 

If we suppose a man, for example, in his younger years to 
have had but very little aversion from Christ, and his way of 
salvation: hei is then exceedingly wicked for not coming te 
him. As he advances in years, his evil propensities increase, 
and his aversion becomes stronger and stronger ; by this time, 
his guilt is greatly diminished. And, if it were possible for bim 
to become so much of a devil as for his prejudices to be utter- 
Jy invincible, he would then, according to P. be altogether in- 
nocent !* ; 4 


* 
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P. thinks this matter so plain, it seems, that he even tells 
his correspondent, ‘neither he nor his friend (meaning me, )- 
could imagine that a command given, and not obeyed, ren- 
ders the subjects of such command criminal, unless these sub- 
xects have power, or might have power, to obey such com- 
mand.” (p. 43.) If by “ power’? he had meant natural abil- 
ity, 1 should certainly have accorded with the sentiment ; but 
it is very plain he means to apply it to moral, as well as na- 
tural ability; and then he is certainly mistaken. For I not 
only can imagine that to be the case, but do verily believe it. 
Yea, I can scarcely think that P. himself can believe the con- 
trary ; at least, he will not, he cannot, abide by its just and ne-: 
cessary consequences. If what he says be true, it is either 
possible that no offence should come, or else no woe is due to 
those by whom they come.* It must likewise follow, that every 
man has, or might have, power to live entirely blameless 
through life, both towards God and towards man}; for be it so, 
that some degree of imperfection will continue to attend him, 
yet that imperfection, being supposed to be ‘a necessary ef- 
fect” of the fall, cannot be blameworthy : (p. 67. and so it is 
possible for a fallen son of Adam to hve and die blameless ; 
and, consequently, to appear in his own righteousness without 
fauit before the throne of God. These consequences, how- 
ever anti-scriptural and absurd, are no more than must inevi- 
ably follow from the position of Philanthropos. 

‘* According to my principles,’ lam told, ‘men’s moral 
inability is invinceble.”” (p. 68.) If I have used that term in 
the former treatise, or the present, it is for want of a better. 
It is easy to see, that my principles do not so much maintain 
that the moral inability of men is such ag to render all their 
attempts to overcome it vain, as that sin hath such a dominion 
in their heart as to prevent any real attempts of that nature 
being made. If a whole country were possessed by a foreign 
enemy, and all its posts and avenues occupied by his forces, 
and all the inhabitants dead, that so much as wished to oppose 
him ; in that case, to say, his power was become invincible by 
any opposition from that. country would hardly be proper ; 
seeing all opposition there is subdued, and all the country are 
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of one side. Invincible is a relative term, and supposes an op- 
position made, though made in vain. But moral inability is 
of such a nature, where it ¢otally prevails, as to prevent all 
real and direct opposition being made. It is the same thing 
as for the hearts of the sons.of men to be fully set in them to 
do evil—to be full of evil, while they live ; for every imagina- 
tion of the heart to be only evil, and that continually.* Now, 
if we say, this moral indisposition is invincible, it is for the 
want of a better term. What we affirm is this, rather; that, 
suppose it were conquerable, there is nothing of real good in 
the sinner’s heart to conquer it. If sin is conquered by any 
efforts of ours, it’must be by such as are voluntary. It is not 
enough, that we are “rational beings,’’? and that conscience 
suggests to us what ought to be: (p. 66.) we must choose to go 
about it, and that in good earnest, or we shall never effect it. 
But where the thoughts of the heart are only evil, and that con- 
tinually, it is supposing a plain contradiction, to suppose our- 
selves the subjects of any such volition, or desire. 

III. But it will be said, Though moral inability is total, yet 
it is conquerable by THE GRAcE or Gop; and this grace is 
given to every man in the world, or would be given, were he 
to ask it: and this it is which renders men inexcusable. (p. 
66.) Without this, P. avows, that ‘* any man, be his practices 
as vile as they may, may excuse himself from blame ; and all 
real good whatever may be denied to be the duty of an un- 
principled mind.” (p. 59.) This seems to be his last and 
grand resort, and what he often dwells upon. The discussion | 
of this subject will finishsthe present Section. | 

I bless God that moral inability is indeed conquerable by 
the grace of God, though I question whether it is, or ever 
was, conquered by what P. calls by that name. But suppose, 
for argument’s sake, we grant him his hypothesis, I question 
if it will answer his end. This grace is either actually given 
to all mankind, or would be given upon their application. If 
actually given, I should be glad to know what itis. Is it light 
in the understanding, or love in the heart? Is it any thing, 
or productive of any thing, that is truly good? If so, how 
does this accord with the description given of men, that their; 
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minds are darkness, their hearts enmity, and that there is 
none of them that doeth good, no not one ?* Or is it some- 
thing for which there is no name, a sort of seed sown in the 
heart, which, if neglected, will perish, but, if watered by hu- 
man industry, will be productive? If so the difficulty is not at 
all removed ; for then the question is, Whether a mind so 
depraved as to be ¢otally unable to do any thing spiritually 
good, will ever.be inclined to improve that grace, to water the 
seed, so as that it may bring forth fruit? 

If the last member of the position be adopted, viz. that all 
mankind might have grace sufficient to overcome their moral 
inability, if they would apply for it ; still the question returns, 
Will a mind ¢otally destitute of any thing spiritually good, 
and fully set upon doing evil, apply to God for grace to such 
anend? Is it not inconsistent for a tree that is wholly evil, to 
bring forth good fruit? Or are we to imagine, after all, that 
~ Satan will rise up against himself? To apply to God in any 
right manner for grace for the cure of an evil propensity, must 
suppose a desire to have that propensity cured ; but to sup- 
pose a person totally under the dominion of a propensity, and 
at the same time properly and directly desiring to have such 
propensity removed, is what some people would call by the 
hard name of self-contradiction.t 

Further ; I query if the hypothesis of P. instead of answer- 
ing his end, will not be found subversive of itself, and destruc- 
tive of his. main design. Making this supposed grace the on- 
ly thing which constitutes men accountable beings, is making 
it peBr, surely, rather than grace. I have too good an opin- 
ion of the humility and integrity of P. to imagine he intends 
merely to compliment the Almighty in calling it grace ; but | 
think it becomes him to examine his scheme, and see whether 
it amounts to any thing less. Grace is free favour towards 
the unworthy. It supposes the subject destitute of all claim 
whatever, and the author to be free to give or to withhold. 
But all that this supposed grace amounts to is, not to prove 
that God has done any thing more than he was bound to do, 


* Hphes. v. 8. Rom. viii. 7. iti. 12. 
+See President Edwards on the Will, Part III. Sect. V. on sincere en- 
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but, barely, that he has done what he had a right to expect, 
or else to be at liberty to throw off his yoke with impunity. 
It does not, therefore, at all prove Jehovah to be gracious ; if 
it serve for any thing, it cam be only to justify his character 
from the imputation of injustice and_cruelty, or from being 
what P. calls “a merciless tyrant.” (p. 88.) 

But further: I question if even this end will be answered 
by it. I question if it will not be found, upon the principles 
and reasonings of P. that this supposed grace, instead of being 
any real favour towards mankind, is the greatest curse that 
could ever befall them. If Christ had never come, and no 
grace had been given in him, then, according to the reasoning 
of P. men had never been responsible for any part of their 
conduct. They would, it is true, have been born depraved, 
and lived depraved; but, having no power to avoid it, or to 
free themselves from it, ‘‘ where,’ he asks, ‘‘ would have 
been their criminality ?” (pp. 44. 57.) He does not scruple 
to acknowledge, that, if no grace were provided, ‘‘ any man, 
be his practices as vile as they might, might excuse himself 
from blame: and all real good whatever might denied to 
be the duty of an unprincipled mind.” (p. 59.) Now, if things 
are so, that men without the bestowment of grace, would have 
been free from criminality ; surely the righteousness of God 
could never have suffered them to be sent to hell, and the 
goodness of God, we may suppose, would have raised them to 
eternal life; and so they might have been innocent and happy, 
if Jesus had never died : but now, alas! in consequence of his 
coming, and of grace being given them, to deliver them from 
something wherein they were never blameworthy ; now they 
lie all exposed to inexcusable blame and everlasting ruin !!!* 


* When I consider the above positions, I am entirely at a loss to under- 
stand the following passage: ‘‘It is granted, Sir, that God might justly 
have left man in the state be was born in, and brought into by Adam’s 
sin, whatever state that be.’’ (p. 57.) What sucha state would have 
been P. does not determine: he seems here to consider it, however, as 
deserving some sort of punishment; otherwise there is no meaning in 
that comparative mode of speaking, which he so frequently uses, of being 
punished MORE severely. But does P. really mean what he writes? Com- 
pare this passage with what he has asserted in pages 44. 57. 59. and it 
amounts to nothing less than this—that if would have been just in God 
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P. speaks of the “almighty and all-gracions God being re- 
presented as contriving to make poor sinners miserable un- 
der the colour of invitations,” &c. (p. 45.) I delight not in 
the .use of such expressions ; they appear to me, to say the 
Jeast, as bordering on irreverence. But, if such language 
must be used, and such consequences urged, let the reader 
judge to whose sentiments they belong; to those of P. or 
mine. 

That Christ died for our sins, according to the scriptures, 
' is allowed by P. and, I should think, by every Christian, to be 
a fundamental doctrine of Christianity. (p. 34. note.) The 
apostle doubtless considered this, and his resurrection from 
the dead, in such. a light, when he concluded, that, if the op- 
posite were true, the faith of the Corinthians was vain, and 
they were yet in their sins.* But, fundamental as these sen- 
timents are, if the scheme of P. be true, the first of them 
must, of necessity, be false. If his sentiments are true, Christ 
did not come into the world to save mEN FROM SIN, BUR RA- 
THER TO PUT THEM INTO A CAPACITY OF SINNING ; AS IT IS IN 
CONSEQUENCE OF HIS DEATH, AND THAT ALONE, THAT GUILT 
BECOMES CHARGEABLE upon THEM. So far from being yet tn 
their sins, if Christ had neither died for them, nor risen from 
the dead, they had become incapable of sinning at all, and ought 
not to have been accountable io God, let their practices have 
been what they might ! 

{t is possible the reader may be startled at the imputation 
of such consequences as the above ; and, truly, they are of 
such a nature as ought to startle not the reader only. ‘ But 
are not things carried to an extreme?’ If they are, it is un- 
known to me: but let us go over the ground again, and see. 
P. supposes, 1. That man was so reduced by the fall, as to be 
‘‘ really and totally unable to do good.’ (p. 57.) 2. That, if 
he had been left in this condition, he would not have been to 
blame for not doing it, but that his inability would have been 
his excuse: (pp. 44. 57. 59.) yea, “let his practices have 
been as vile as they might, he would have been excusable.” 


lo have punished: the human race by acquitting them of all blame, and bring- 
ing theman guiltless 
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(p. 59.) But, 3. That God has not left him in this condition. 
He has sent his Son to die for all men universally ; and, by 
giving, or, at least offering, his Spirit to all men, he removes 
the inability which they derived from the fall ; and from hence 
they become accountable beings, and are inexcusable, if they 
do not comply with things spiritually good. (p. 66.) If words 
have any meaning, I should think these are the real sentiments 
of P. Now, if these be true, it must follow, that Christ did 
not die for the sins of any man, except it were Adam 3 since 
none of the fallen race could have sinned, if he had never 
died. The reasonings of P. suppose that men are not charge- 
able with sin, or blameworthiness, independently of the death of 
Christ and the grace of the gospel: and, if so, it could not be 
to atone for stm that he laid down his life ; for, prior to the con- 
sideration of this, there was no sin for which he could have to 
atone.) 

If have unhappily adopted an indefensible mode of reason- 
ing, let it be fairly confuted. Till I see that done, I shall con- 
tinue to think the sentiments of P. on this subject eversive of 
one of the fundamental principles of Christianity. 

There is a thought on which P. repeatedly insists. It is 
this, ‘‘that, supposing it to be just to punish men eternally 
for that depravity which they derive from their first parents, 
(this, however, is more than he in fact will allow,) yet it is 
very hard that any addition should be made to the obligations 
they lie under, and that punishments should be annexed to 
these obligations which they have no power either to regard 
or avoid.” (p. 45.) He often speaks of the injustice of pun- 
ishing those who enjoy-gospel opportunities, and neglect them, 
‘* more severely than if they had never enjoyed them, if they had 
not power sufficient to have embraced them.” (p. 57.) To all 
which I reply, 

It seems, if men had but power to comply, all this injustice 
would subside. Well: we affirm they have power. They 
have the same natural ability to embrace Christ, as to reject 
him.. They could comply with the gospel if they would. Is 
any thing more necessary to denominate them accountable 
beings? We believe not; and perhaps, in fact, P. believes 
the same. In some places, however, he appears to think there 
is. Well: what is it? Ifany thing, it must be an ¢nclination 
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as well as an ability. _ Now, would P. be willing to have his ob- 
jection thus stated: It is hard that new obligations should be 
laid upon persons who have no inclination to what they al- 
ready lie under? If so, it will afford final unbelievers a pow- 
erful plea at the last day. ‘No,’ it will be said, ‘ they might 
have had an inclinationif they would: but let it be consid- 
ered, whether any thing like this is revealed in scripture, and 
whether it isnot repugnant even to common sense. If they 
_ had been willing, they might, or would, have been willing : that 
is the amount of it, which is saying just nothing at all. But, 
passing this, 

Whoever be right, he or I, neither of us ought to take our 
own hypothesis for granted, and proceed to charge the conse 
quences upon the other. And yet this is what P. has done. 
The whole force of his reasoning in p. 45, and divers other 
places, rests upon the supposition of that being true which is 
amatter of dispute; viz. that natural power is not power, and 
is not sufficient to denominate men accountable beings. His 
statement of the above objection takes this for granted: where 
as this is what we positively deny, maintaining that natural 
power zs power, properly so called, and is, to all intents and 
purposes, sufficient to render men accountable beings ; that 
ihe want of inclination ina sinner is of no account with the 
Governor of the world; that he proceeds in his requirements, 
and that it is right he should proceed, in the same way as if no 
such disinclination existed. If this can be solidly disproved, 
jet it: it will be time enough then to exclaim of injustice and 
cruelty, and to compare the Divine Being to an Egyptian task- 
master, orto ‘a wicked Rehoboam.” (p. 92.)* 

The question appears, to me, to be this, Is it unrighteous 


* T wish P. had spoken of the Divine Being, here, and in some other 
places in language more becoming a worm of the dust. I have no objec- 
tion to the consequences of a sentiment being fairly pointed out, and tho- 
roughly urged ; but, suppose such a consequence as this had been just, if 
might have been urged in more sober language. Surely it is too much for 
a creature to talk of his Creator being wicked! But 1 have no conviction, 
at present, of such a consequence being just. If it be, it must be upon this 
supposition, that not capacity and opportunity, but inclination to do good, is 
analogous to the straw with which the Israelites ought to have been fur- 
nished, for the making of brick. 
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in God to do right, because he knows mew will be sure from 
thence to take occasion to do wrong, and aggravate their own — 
destruction? God knew assuredly, that all the messages sent 
to Pharaoh would only harden his heart, and aggravate his ruin : 
Tam sure, said Jehovah to his servant, that the king of Egypt 
will not let you go; no, not by a mighty hand: and yet he did not, 
in the least, hold himself obliged either to give him grace that 
should soften his heart, or to discontinue his messages, which, 
without such grace, were certain to issue in the aggravation of 
his ruin. ‘But Pharaoh could have complied, if he would.’ 
We grant it: and so could they who reject Christ. They are 
under no other necessity in the one case, than Pharaoh was in 
the other. 

Whatever dissimilarity there may be between the condition 
of fallen angels and that of sinners in the present life, who 
will finally perish ; the case of the former sufficiently serves 
to refute the supposition of P. The redemption of man has 
certainly been an occasion of a world of guilt to those revolt- 
ed spirits. Had not Christ come, Satan could never have had 
an opportunity to have sinned in the manner he has, in tempt- 
ing him, instigating bis murderers, and, all along, opposing: 
the spread of his kingdom. But would it be right, therefore, 
for Satan, in behalf of himself and his associates, to plead in 
this manner at the great assize—‘ Why were we not confined 
to the deep ? Seeing no mercy was designed for us, where 
was the justice of suffering us"to range in the world, where it 
was certain we should only increase our guilt, and so be pun- 
ished the more severely? Surely our first revolt was enough 
for us, without being suffered to go any further ?” 

Ifthe reasoning of P. on this subject, particularly in p. 57, 
prove any thing, it will prove, not merely that sinners ought 
not to be punished more severely ; but that, if it were not for 
grace provided for them, they ought not to be punished at all. 
In that case one should think, the greatest grace would have 
been to have let them alone, and Jeft them under the ruins of 
the fall: then had they been blameless and harmless, without 
rebuke, and, consequently, unexposed to misery, either here or 
hereafter. 

After all, I question if P. really means any thing more by 
his notion of grace, than we do by natural ability. We allow 
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that men can come to Christ, and do things spiritually good, 


if they will. He is not satisfied, it seems, with this: they 


‘must have something of grace given, or offered, or otherwise 


‘they cannot be accountable beings. Well: what does it all 


amount to? Does he mean, that they must have something of 
real good and holy inclination in them? [ question if he will 
affirm this. Does he mean, that this supposed grace does any 
thing effectual towards making them willing? No such thing. 
What, then, does he mean ? Nothing, that I can comprehend, 
more than this—That men may come to Christ, éf they will. 
His whole scheme of grace, therefore, amounts to no more 
than our natural ability. We admit that men in general are pos- 
sessed of this ability ; but, then, we have no notion of calling 
it grace. If we must be accountable beings, we apprehend this 
to be no more than an exercise of justice. And, in fact, our 
opponents, whatever terms they use, think the same; for, 
though they call it grace, and so would seem to mean that it is 
something for which we had no claim, yet the constant drift of 
their writings proves, that they mean no such thing; for they, 
all along, plead that it would be unjust and cruel in God to with- 
hold it, and yet to treat them as accountable beings. P. does 
not scruple to compare it to the conduct of an Egyptian task- 
master, who required brick without straw. What end, there- 
fore, they can have in calling this power by the name of grace, 
it is difficult to say, unless it be to avoid the odium of seeming 
to ascribe to divine grace nothing at all. 

For my part, I apprehend that, whatever grace is provided 
for, or bestowed upon men, they are altogether inexcusable, 
without any consideration of that nature whatever. Some of the 
principal reasons for which are as follow :—i. The term grace 
implies that the subject is totally unworthy, altogether inexcusa- 
ble, and destitute of any claim; and all this, previous to, and 
independent of, its bestowment: otherwise grace is no more 
«race.» 2.. The heathen, in their ignorance of God, are said to 
be. without excuse :. and that, not from the consideration of grace 
bestowed upon them: unless by “ grace’? is meant simply the 
means of knowledge by the works of ¢reation, answering to the 
testimony of conscience within them. That which may be known 
of God, says *the apostle, 7s manifest in them, for God hath 
showed it unto them. For the invisible things of him from the 

Vor. I. 2N 
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creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the 
things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead 5 80 
that they are without excuse.* 3. The manner in which” the 
godly have prayed for grace to fulfil their duty, and to pre- 
serve them from sin, shows that they considered themselves as: 
obliged to duty, and as liable to sin, antecedently to its bestow- 
ment. Thou hast commanded us that we should keep thy pre- 
cepts diligently: O that my ways were directed to keep thy 
statutes !—We know not what we should pray for as we ought ; 
but the Spirit itself helpeth our infirmities.—Hold up my goings 
in thy paths, that my footsteps slip not—O that thou wouldst 
keep me from evil, that it may not grieve me!—Keep back thy 
servant from presumptuous sins: then shall I be innocent 
from the great transgression.| 4. Fallen angels are under a 
moral inability to love God, or to do any thing that is really 
good, and no grace is provided for then; yet they are without 
excuse. 

P. informs us of some unsuccessful conferences. which. We 
has frequently had with unconverted sinners, in endeavouring, 
upon Calvinistic principles, to fix blame upon their consciences. 
(p. 60.) If I had bad the pleasure of being a bystander in one 
or more of those conferences, I imagine I should have seen a 
very easy conquest: and no wonder ; people seldom manage to 
the best advantage those principles which they do not believe. 
We too often see this exemplified,when a controversy is written 
in the form ofa dialogue. 

1 do not apprehend that P. intended to plead the. cause of the 
infernal legions. in their continued enmity to, and rebellion 
against the Most High; but, if Iam not greatly mistaken, the 
purport of his reasoning is fully of that tendency. There is 
only one particular wanting; viz. deriving their depravity from 
a predecessor, to, render all their iniquities, according to his 
reasoning, entirely excusable. They cannot now find in their 
hearts to do aught but evil: and, no grace being bestowed upon 
them to deliver them, wherein can consist their blame? It.is 
truc,each of them brought his depravity upon himself, without 
deriving it from another; and this may prove them to hare 


h Romy. 19, 20. 
+ Pea. cxixe 4,5, Rom, vVili,.26. Psm xvii. 5. 2 Chron. iv. 10. 
Pom hm 13. see 
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been to blame in their first revolt, but not in any thing that fol- 
dows. ‘They sinned, to be sure, at the beginning ; but, if the 
reasoning of P. be just, I do not see how they can have sinned 
from it. He insists upon it, that, in these cases, there is no 
difference between a natural and moral inability ; “ for what we 
cannot do, we cannot do.” (p. 60.) Now, in all cases of natu- 
ral inability, the party is excusable, even though he may, by 
his own fault, have brought that inability upon himself. If a 
man, by debauchery, or excess, bring upon himself an utter 
disability for all future employment; it is not then his duty to 
do the same business which it was before. It is true, it does 
not excuse his former intemperance ; for in that he was to 
blame: but it excuses his present cessation from business ; for 
that he is’ not to blame; nor can any person blame him. This 
will hold good in all cases of natural ability whatever ; and, if 
there is no difference between that and what is of & moral na- 
ture, the same reasoning will apply to the fallen angels. They 
were certainly to blame for their first revolt, by which they con- 
tracted their inability ; but how can they be to blame for con- 
tinuing what they are? Their propensity to evil is now become 
invincible, and no grace is bestowed upon them, to deliver them 
from it; how, then, can they be to blame? And iftruth is of a 
like force in all places, and at all times, why should not the 
ploughboy’s argument, as it is called, «* What we cannot do, we 
cannot do,” be as irrefragable in the language of an apostate 


man ? 
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SECTION If. 


ON PAITH IN CHRIST BEING A REQUIREMENT OF THE 
MORAL LAW. 


I rinp it dificult to come at the real sentiments of P. touch- 
ing the moral law. Sometimes, he speaks of it as ‘‘ an invaria- 
ble rule of human conduct, and infallible test of right and 
wrong ;” (p. 67.) at other times, he speaks of it as wholly abro- 
gated ;.as if final misery was not brought upon sinners by 
their transgression of the law, but by their rejection of the 
overtures of mercy.” (p. 86.) In his Ninth Letter, he ad- 
mits that men ‘‘ are bound, as subjects of God’s moral govern- 
ment, to embrace whatever he reveals.” (p. 89.) One should 
think, that, if so, a rejection of the overtures of mercy must 
ttself be a transgression of the law. And yet he all along. 
speaks. of our obligations to obey the gospel as arising, if not 
wholly, yet chiefly, from the gospel itself. He does not seem 
willing to deny the thing in full; for he cautiously uses the 
terms “ wholly and chiefly :” and yet, if his arguments, espe- 
cially from the contrary nature of the two dispensations, (p. 90.) 
from the silence of scripture, &c. &c. prove any thing, they 
will prove, that our obligations to obey the gospel must arise 
wholly and entirely from the gospel itself, and not from the 
moral law.* 

The purport of all the reasoning of P. on this subject sup- 
poses me to maintain, THAT MEN ARE EXHORTED AND INVITED 
TO SUGH AND SUCH THINGS, MERELY AS MATTER OF puTy, 
WITHOUT ANY PROMISE OF SALVATION ON THEIR COMPLIANCE. 
Hence he speaks of “binding men down in chains of dark- 
ness ;”” of their ‘‘seeking the salvation of their souls in vain ;” 
(p. 46.) with various things of the kind: whereas I have 


* That there is a sense in which our obligation to comply with the gospel 
does arise from the gospel itself, is allowed. On this subject I have given 
lity thoughts in the former treatise, p. 41. 
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given sufficient proof of the contrary throughout the former 
treatise ; particularly in pp. 102—104.° It is all along sup- 
posed that: eternal salvation is promised by a faithful God to 
any and every exercise of what is spiritually good; and that, 
if every sinner who hears the gospel were truly to come to 
Christ for na enoes every such sinner would ro heaeleari be 
saved. 

It must be upon this mistaken supposition, that P. denies 
. the gospel upon our principles to be in itself ‘ good news.” 
(p. 92.) or, in its own nature, a “real privilege.’’ (p. 87.) : 
But unless the aversion of men’s hearts from embracing the 
gospel, (if grace is not provided, to enable them to do so,) 
makes that to be no privilege which would otherwise be so, 
such a consequence cannot justly be imputed to our senti- 
ments. This, however, will not be admitted: yet P. seems 
to take it for granted, and peer ess = to draw consequences from 
it, as an undoubted truth. 

There is some force in what P. has advanced on the sub- 
ject of trust ; (p. 32.) and, for any thing I yet perceive, he is 
in the right in supposing that the venture of the four lepers 
into the Syrian camp could not properly be called by that 
name. It should be considered, however, that the above case, 
which I produced for illustration, was not designed as a per- 
fect representation of a sinner’s application to Christ. I never 
supposed it possible for a soul to apply to Christ, and be dis- 
appointed. Whether the resolution of the lepers can be call- 
ed trust, or not, it never was my design to prove that a sin- 
ner has no greater encouragement to apply to Christ than they 
had in their proposed application to the Syrians. On the con- 
trary, the purport of the argument in that place was thus ex- 
pressed : If it would be right to venture, even in sucha case 
as that, surely Christ’s having promised, saying, Him that 
cometh unto me I will in no wise cast out, cannot make it other- 
wise. (p. 133.) 

I admit, there is no doubt of a sinner’s acceptance, who, 
from bis heart, applies at the feet of Christ, as one who is utter- 
ly lost, and righteously condemned ; yet I do not feel the force 
of my opponent’s censure, when, speaking of coming to Christ 
with a ‘ Peradventure he will save my life,’ he calls it the 
mere language of heathenism. A heathen’s having used such 
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language does not prove it to be the mere language of hea- 
thenism: nor is it so. Peter exhorted the sorcerer, saying, 
Repent therefore of this thy wickedness, iF PrEnnars, the 
thought of thy heart may be forgiven thee.* Though there 
be no doubt of one who truly comes to Christ being accept- 
ed, yet there may be some doubt concerning a person’s com- 
ing in the spirit of the gospel; and I believe it is not usual 
for a person, on his first application to Christ, to be able to 
decide upon that matter. On these accounts, I should think 
it is usual for a sinner, on his first application to the Saviour, 
to pray to the Lord, if so be that the evils of his heart and 
life may be forgiven him. It is not the way ofa contrite sin- 
ner to come as aclaimant, but asa suppliant. He putteth his 
mouth in the dust, if so be there may be hope.} 

Trust, according to my present apprehensions, when used 
io express faith in Christ, refers, like that, to a divine teséz- 
mony, or promise. That for which every sinner who hears 
the gospel, ought to trust in Christ is this; that if he truly 
come to him, he shall surely be accepted of him; for this is 
testified, or promised. He ought not so to trust in Christ, as 
to depend upon being saved by him, whether he come to him 
in the spirit of the gospel or not, (for that would be trusting 
in a falsehood,) but so as to give up every false object of 
confidence, and make trial of the divine veracity. 

If there is any difference between the manner in which a 
sinner ought to trust in Christ, and in which a saint does trust 
in him, it appears to be this; the former ought to trust in 
God’s promise, rr he come, he shall be accepted, and so 


make the trial ; the latter may be conscious that he Has come 


to Christ, and does fall in with his gospel and government ; 
and, if so, he trusts in his promise for the happy issue. There 
are seasons, however, in which true saints are in great dark- 
ness about their evidences for glory. At those times, they 
find. it necessary {o exercise renewed acts of trust on Christ 
in the manner first described. Not possessing a certain con- 
sciousness that they do fall in with his gospel and govern- 
ment, all they can do is to consider, that the promise is still 
in force, Him. that cometh unto me, I will in no wise cast out : 
and so make trial afresh of the Redeemer’s veracity. 


* Acts viii, 22, + Lam. iii, 29. 
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P. seems to think, that his sentiments lay a proper founda- 
tion for trust, to every poor sinners; and that ours do not. But 
what has any sinner to trust in upon his principles, more than 
upon ours? According to our principles, any sinner may trust 
that he shall be saved, if he come to Christ or not: and what do 
his do more? They do not warrant a sinner to trust that he 
shall be saved, whether he come to Christ; for, though 
P. supposes Christ died for all, yet he maintains that many of 

_those for whom he died will finally perish. I see no advan- 
tage whatever, therefore, attending his scheme, in laying a 
more solid and extensive foundation fora sinner’s trust than 
ours. : 

If Jam not very much mistaken, P. has greatly confounded 
two very different things; viz. an obligation and an encour- 
agement to believe. The one, I suppose, arises: from the 
moral law; the other from the gospel. That the encourage- 
ments held out to sinners to return to God by Jesus Christ be- 
long to the law, is what I never affirmed. P. has quoted various 
scriptures, in his Ninth Letter, of an encouraging nature ; and 
these, doubtless, are the language of the gospel. But the 
question is, does our obligation to believe arise from these en- 
couragements, or from the injunctions with which they are 
connected? The encouragement of the prodigal to return, 
and make a frank acknowledgment to his father, arose from 
his father’s well-known clemency, and there being bread 
enough in his house, and to spare; but that was not the ground 
of his obligation. It had been right and fit for him to have. 
returned, whether such a ground of encouragement’ had ex- 
isted, or not. 

As to those encouragements being improper without @ pro- 
vision of mercy: if it were possible for any returning sinner 
to be refused admittance for a want of a sufficiency in the death 
of Christ, this might be admitted, but not else. And, if by a 
provision of mercy is meant no more than a provision of par- 
don to all who. believe, and supposing, for argument’s sake, 
every man in the world should return to God in Christ’s name, 
that! they would: all be accepted, I have no objections to it. 
At the same time, it is insisted, that no man ever did come to 
Christ, or ever can find in his heart to do so, but whom the 
Father draws. But more of this hereafter: at present I shall 
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offer a few arguments for the following position ;—Though 
the encouragements of a sinner to come to Christ arise wholly 
from the gospel, yet his obligation so to do ‘arises from the 
moral law. 

I. All obligation must arise from some law. If, therefore, 
our obligations to believe in Christ do not arise from the moral 
law, they must arise from the gospel asa new law: but the 
gospel, as P. admits, is simply good news; (p. 5.) and news, 
whether good or bad, relates not to precepts or injunctions, 
but to tédings proclaimed. 

Il. Sin is defined, by an inspired apostle, to be the trans- 
gression of the law.* If this be a perfect definition, it must 
extend to all sin; and consequently to unbelief, or a rejection 
of God’s way of salvation. But, if unbelief be a transgres- 
sion of the law, faith, which is the opposite, must be one of 
its requirements. 

Il. If love to God includes faith in Christ wherever he 
is revealed by the gospel, then the moral law, which express- 
ly requires the former, must also require the latter. In proof 
that love to God includes faith in Christ, I ask leave to ree 
fer the reader to pages 39—41, and 81—S4, of the former 
treatise. 

P. allows my ‘‘reasonings on the extent: of the moral law, 
in pages 121, 122, are very conclusive ;’’ but what he calls 
‘© analogical reasonings, in this and other places, from the law 
to the gospel, he cannot think to be equally conclusive, unless 
the dispensation of the law, and that of the gospel were the 
same.”? (p. 67.) IfT understand what he refers to by analogi- 
cal reasonings, it is the argument contained in those pages 
to which I have just now referred the reader. I might here 
‘ask, Is what was advanced in those pages answered? I do not 
recollect that any thing like an answer to it is attempted by 
any of my opponents. If the reasoning is inconclusive, 
I should suppose its deficiency is capable of being detected. 
Let P. or any other person prove, if he is able, that supreme 
love to God would not necessarily lead a fallen creature, who 
has heard the gospel of Christ, to embrace him as God's way 
of salvation; or let him invalidate those arguments in the 


* 1 John ili, 4. 
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pages referred to, in which the contrary is maintained. Let 
him consider also, whether, if he succeed, he will not, in so 
doing, invalidate the reasoning of our Lord to the Jews, I 
know you, that ye have not the love of God in you. I am 
come in my Father’s name, @ad ye receive me not.* 

That the law and the gospel are two very different dispen- 
sations, is allowed. The one is a mere inefficient rule, re- 
quiring what is right, but giving no disposition to a compli- 
ance ; the other provides for the bestowment of the Holy 
’ Spirit, by which we are renewed in the spirit of our mind. 
The gospel makes effectual provision for the producing of 
those dispositions which the law simply requires. The law 
condemns the sinner, the.gospel justifies him. On these ac- 
counts, the former is fitly called the LETTER which KILLETH, 
and the latter the sprnit which GivErH LIFE.| For these rea- 
sons also, with others, the gospel! is a better covenant. All 
this may be allowed, without making it a new law, requiring a 
kind of obedience that shall be within the compass of a carna! 
mind, and different in its nature from that required by the 
moral law. 

IV. Unbelievers will be accused and convinced by Moses: 
their unbelief must, therefore, be a breach of the law of Mo- 
ses. After our Lord had complained of the Jews, that they 
would not come unto him, that they might have life ; that though 
he was come in his Father’s name, yet they received him not ; 
he adds, Do not think that I will uccuse you to the Father ; 
there is one that accuseth you, even Moses, tn whom ye trust. 
For had ye believed Moses, ye wovld have believed me.{ It is 
very plain, I think, from this passage, that the thing for which 
Moses would accuse them was a rejection of Christ aud the 
way of salvation by him: which, according to our Lord’s 
reasoning, implied a rejection of the writings of Moses.§ 
From hence, therefore, it is inferred, that a compliance with 
the gospel is what the law of Moses requires, and a non-com- 


* Johny. 42, 43. + 2Cor. iii. 6+ ¢ John v. 45. 
§ By Moses’s accusing them, I apprehend, is meant the law of Moses, 
which condemns the Jews to this present time, for not believing in that 
prophet whom Moses foretold, Deut. xviii. 18, 19. 
Vor, I 20 
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pliance® with it is a matter for i ie that law will accuse and 
condemn.* be see Sa 
P. has brought many proofs of the invitations of scripture 


being enforced on gospel principles. This is a matter I should 
never have thought of denying. But, if an invitation to believe 
in Christ, enforced by gospel motives, will prove that faith is 
not a requirement of the moral law, then invitations to love 
God, to fear him, and to lie low before him, enforced in the 
same manner, will prove the same of them. Love, fear, and 
humility, are enforced upon gospel principles, as well as faith 
in Christ. Things which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, 
and of which it hath not entered into the heart of man to con- 
ceive, are prepared for them who love God. The exhorta- 
tions to fear God are not more numerous than the promises of 
mercy to those who are of sucha spirit. Men are exhorted 


* Tf I understood P. he considers the moral law as a system of govern- 
ment how no longer in force ; and the gospel asa new system of govern- 
ment, more suited to the state of fallen creatures, which has taken place 
of it: for he supposes, that ‘final misery is not now brought upon men 
by their transgression of the moral law, but by their rejection of the 
overtures of mercy.” ‘p. 86.) Final misery, we are sure, must be brought 
upon men by sin be it against what law it may ; and, whatever law it is 
the breach of which subjects us to final misery, that must be the law 
that we are under. If this is not the moral law, then men are not under 
that law, norcan it be to us “ the standard of right and wrong.” If the 
gospel be a new system of government, taking place of the moral law, 
then all the precepts, prohibitions, promises, and threatenings, the ne- 
glect of which subjects men to final misery, must belong to the former, 
and not to the latter. 

How far these sentiments accord with the scripture account of either 
Jaw or gospel, let the reader judge. Let it be considered also, whether 
itis not much more Consistent with both, to conceive of the former as 
the guardian of the latter, enjoining whatever regards are due to it, and 
punishing every instance of neglect and contempt of it. Such a view of 
things accords with the passage in John v. just cited, and isin nowise 
contradicted by those scriptures to which we are referred in page 86. 
On the contrary,one of those passages, viz. 2 Thes. i. 8. in my opinion, 
tends to establish it, and is in direct contradiction to the hypothesis of 
P. “Vengeance is said to be taken on men, not merely for their disobe- 
dience to the gospel, but, as well, for their ignorance of God, which is 


distinguished from the other, and is manifestly a breach of the moral 
hw, ; 
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to humble themselves under the mighty hand of God, with the 
encouragement that he will lift them up. These are all gos- 
pel motives ; yet P. will not deny that the dispositions enforced 
are requirements of the moral law. Even relative duties, such 
as those of husbands and wives, parents and children, masters 
and servants, &c. which certainly are of a moral nature, are, 
nevertheless, enforced by gospel motives. 

“ But ‘ How can the gospel answer the end of recovering 
. miserable men,” it is asked, “ if it contain new injunctions, 
equally impossible, if not more so, than the moral law itself’; 
and these injunctions enforced by more awful punishments 2” 
(p. 93.) I might ask in return, How can the gospel have a 
tendency to recover sinful men from their evil propensities, if 
it is a kind of law which requires only such exercises with 
which those propensities may consist? It can have no such 
tendency, unless tolerating an evil has a tendency to destroy 
if. ¢ 

‘ But is not the gospel adapted, as a mean, to recover ylost 
stoners ? Yes, it is. By the cross of Christ, it exhibits the 
evil of sin, in stronger colours than all the curses of the law 
could paint it ; and so has a tendency, in the hand of the Holy 
Spirit, to convince the world of sin. Nor is this all: it exhi- 
bits a Saviour to the guilty soul, to keep him from despair, 
which, at the same time, tends to conquer his heart witha 
view of God’s free and self-moved goodness. A person thus 
conquered would admire the free and sovereign grace of the 
gospel, but he would abhor the thought of a gospel that 
should make Jehovah stoop to the vile inclinations of his apos- — 
tate creatures. His prayer would be, not, ‘ Incline thy testi- 
monies to my heart ;’ but, ‘ my heart to thy testimonies.’ 

But ‘* Could the gospel have a tendency to recover lost 
sinners, if it contained new injunctions equally impossible, if 
not more so than the moral law itself?’ Lown, I think it 
could not. And who supposes it could? ~Surely P. must 
have here forgotten himself. Does he not know that those 
are his own sentiments, rather than mine ; so far, however, as 
relates to the gospel containing new injunctions ! I suppose 
the gospel, strictly speaking, to contain no injunctions at all, 
but merely the good tidings of salvation by Jesus Christ : and 
that whatever precepts or injunctions are to be found re- 
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specting its being embraced, they are the diversified language 
of the moral law, which obliges men, as P. himself allows, to 
‘© embrace whatever God reveals.”’ (p. 89.) 

Sometimes, the word gospel is used in a large sense, for 
the whole of the Christian dispensation, as contained in the 
New-Testament, or the whole of that religion taught by Christ 
and his apostles, whether doctrinal or practical. In this use of 
the word, we sometimes speak of the precepts of the gospel. 
But, when the term gospel is used in a strict sense, it denotes 
merely the good news proclaimed to lost sinners through the 
mediation of Christ. In this view, it stands opposed to the 
moral law, and, in itself, contains no injunctions at all. If the 
gospel “were a new system of government taking place of the 
moral law, one should think there would be no further need of 
the latter ; whereas Christ, in his sermon on the mount, main- 
tained its perpetuity, and largely explained and enforced its 
precepts. Do we then make void the law through faith? God 
fotoid ; yea, we establish the law. 

» 


SECTION IV. 


ON THE DEATH OF CHRIST. 


ee 


Tue extent of Christ’s death is well known to have been 
a matter of great controversy. For my part, I cannot pre- 
tend to so much reading upon the subject; as to be fully ac- 
quainted with the arguments used on either’side. If 1 write 
any thing about it, it will be a few plain thoughts, chiefly the 
result of reading the sacred scriptures. 

1 think no one can imagine, that 1 am under any obligation, 
trom the laws of controversy, to follow P. into a long and la- 
boured defence of the limited extent of Christ’s death. All 
that can be reasonably thought incumbent upon me is, to treat 
of it so far as respects its consistency or inconsistency with in- 
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definite invitations. On this score, I might very well be ex- 
cused from entering upon any defence of the subject itself, or 
answering the arguments advanced for the contrary. Whatever 
notice is taken of either, will be rather in compliance with what 
has been done by my opponent, than in conformity to the laws 
of disputation. 

I suppose P. is not ignorant, that Calvinists in general have 
considered the particularity of redemption as consisting, not in 
the degree of Christ’s sufferings, (as though he must have suf- 
fered more, if more had been finally saved,) or in any insuffi- 
ciency that attended them, but in the sovereign purpose and de- 
sign of the Father and the Son. whereby they were constituted 
or appointed the price of redemption, the objects of that re- 
demption ascertained, and the ends to be answereu by the whole 
transaction determined. They suppose the sufferings of Christ, 
in themselves considered, are of infinite value, sufficient to have 
saved all the world, and a thousand worlds, if it had pleased 

‘God to have constituted them the price of their redemption, 
and to have made them effcctual to that end. Further; what- | 
ever difficulties there may appear in these subjects, they, in 
general, suppose that there is in the death of Christ a sufficient 
ground for indefinite calls and universal invitations ; and that 
there is no mockery, or sincerity, ‘in the Holy One in any one 
of these things.* 

These views of the subject accord with my own. I know 


* ¢¢'The obedience and sufferings of Christ,” says Witsius, considered 
in themselves, are, on account of the infinite dignity of the person, of 
that value as to have been sufficient for redeeming not only all and every 
man in particular, but many myriads besides, had it so pleased God and 
Christ that he should have undertaken and satisfied for them.’’ And 
again, ‘‘The obedience and sufferings of Christ are of such worth, that 
all, without exception, who come to him, may find perfect salvation in 
him; and it was the will of God that this truth should, without distinction, 
be proposed both to them that are tu be saved, andto them that areto 
perish: with a charge not to neglect so great salvation, but to repair to 
Christ with true contrition of soul; and with a most sincere declaration, 
that all who come to him shall find salvation in him. John vi. 40.” 
(Economy, Vol. I. Chap, IX. To the same purpose speaks Peter Du 
Moulin, in his Anatomy of Arminianism, Chap. XXVII. § 9. And Dr. — 
Owen, in his Death of Death, Book IV. Chap. I. also in his Display of 4r- 
minianism, Chap. IX, 
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of 

not but that there is the same ait fulness and sufficiency 

in the obedience and sufferings | Christ, for the salvation of 
sinners, as there is in the power of the Holy Spirit for their 
renovation : both are infinite ; yet both are applied under the 

direction of indefinite wisdom and uncontrollable sovereignty. 

It is allowed, that the death of Christ has opened a way where- 

by God can, consistently with his justice, forgive any sinner 

whatever, who returns to him by Jesus Christ. If we were 

to suppose, for argument’s sake, that all the inhabitants of the 

globe should thus return, it is supposed not one soul need be 

sent away, for want of a sufficiency in Christ’s death to render 

his pardon and acceptance consistent with the rights of jus- 

tice. But, great and necessary as this mercy is, if nothing 

more than this had been done, not one of the human race had 

ever been saved. It is necessary to our salvation, that a way 

and a highway to God should be opened; Christ is such a 

way, and is as free for any sinner to walk in, as any highway 

whatever from one place to another; but, considering the de- 

pravity of ‘human nature, it is equally necessary that some ef- 

fectual provision should be made for our walking in that way.* 

We conceive that the Lord Jesus Christ made such a provision 

by his death, thereby procuring the certain bestowment of faith, 

as well as all other spiritual blessings which follow upon it ; 

that, in regard of all the sons who are finally brought to glory, 

he was the surety, or captain of their salvation; that, their 

salvation was, properly speaking, the end, or design, of his 

death. And herein, we suppose, consists the particularity of 
redemption. 

I think I might reduce all that is necessary to be said upon 
ihis subject to two questions—First: Had our Lord Jesus 
Christ any absolute determination, in his death, to save any of 
the human race? Secondly: Supposing such a determination 
to exist concerning some, which does not exist. concerning 
others, is this consistent with indefinite calls and universal invi- 
tations? The discussion of these two questions will contain 
the substance of what I shall advance upon the subject; but, as 


* 7 use the metaphor of a way, the rather because it conveys an idea 
sufficiently ‘clear; and is frequently applied to Christ in the scriptures. 
John xiv. 4—6, Isa, xxxv. 8. Jer, vi. 16. 
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or 


pretty much is required to b 
into four lesser sections. 

Sigal ContTarine A DISCUSSION OF THE FIRST QUESTION, 
Wuerner our Lorn Jesus Curist HAD ANY ABSOLUTE DE- 


aid, | shall subdivide the whole 


TERMINATION IN HIS DEATH TO SAVE ANY OF THE HUMAN 
RACE ? 

If the affirmative of this question be proved; if it be shown 
that Christ had such an absolute purpose in his death; the 
limited extent of that purpose must follow of course. The 
‘ reason is plain: an absolute purpose must be effectual. If it 
extended to all mankind, all mankind would certainly be 
saved. Unless, therefore, we will maintain the final salvation 
of all mankind, we must either suppose a limitation to *the 
absolute determination of Christ to save, or deny any such 
determination to exist. The scheme of P. concurs with the 
latter, supposing that by the death of Christ a mere condi- 
tional provision of redemption is made for all mankind. T own 
1 think otherwise ; some. of the reasons for which are as fol- 
lows : 

I. The promises made to Christ of the certain efficacy of 
his death. One of our grand objections to the scheme of P. 
is, that, in proportion as he extends the objects for whom 
Christ died beyond those who are actually saved, he dimin- 
ishes the efficacy of his death, and renders all the promises 
concerning it of no account. His scheme, instead of making 
redemption universal, supposes that Christ’s death did not 
properly redeem any man, nor render the salvation of any 
man a matter of certainty. It only procured an offer of re- 
demption and reconciliation to mankind in general. We ap- 
prehend this is diminishing the efficacy of Christ’s death, 
without answering any valuable end. Nor is this all: such an 
hypothesis appears to us utterly inconsistent with all those 
scriptures where God the Father is represented as promising 
his Son a reward for his sufferings in the salvation of poor 
sinners. God the Father engaged, saying, Thy people shall 
be willing inthe day of thy power, in the beauties of holiness 
from the womb of the morning ; thou hast (or shalt have) 
the dew of thy youth. Yes: he engaged that he should see 
his seed; that the pleasure of Jehovah should prosper in his 
hand; that he should see the travail of his soul, and be 
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satisfied; and by his knowledge, it was added, shall my right- 
cous servant justify many, FOR he shall bear their iniquitiee. 
It. was promised to Christ, as the reward of his sufferings, 
that kings should see, and arise: princes also. it was added, 
shall worship, because of the Lord that is faithful ; and the 
Holy One of Israel shall choose thee: thus saith Jenovan, 
In an acceptable time have I heard thee, and in a day of sal- 
vation have I helped thee; and I will preserve thee, and give 
thee for a covenant of the people; to establish the earth, to 
cause to inherit the desolate heritages ; that thou mayest say 
to the prisoners, Go forth, and to them that sit in darkness, 
Show yourselves.— Behold, these shall come from far; and, lo, 
these from the north and from the west, and these from the 
land of Sinim!* But what security, I ask, was there for the 
fulfilment of these promises, but upon the supposition of the 
certain salvation of some of the human race? How could it be 
certain that Christ should justify many, if there was no ef- 
fectual provision made that any should know and believe in him ? 
and what propriety was there in assigning his bearing their ini- 
quities as his REASON and EVIDENCE of it, if there is no necessary 
connexion betwenn our iniquities being borne away, and our 
persons being justified ? 

Il, The characters under which Christ died. He laid down 
his life as a shepherd; and for whom should we expect him 
to die in that character? For the sheep, no doubt. So the 
scriptures inform us: The good Shepherd giveth his life for 
the sheep. Ilay down my life for the sheep. Those for whom 
Christ laid down his life are represented as being his sheep, 
prior to their coming to the fold. These, saith the blessed 
Redeemer, J must bring ; and they shall hear my voice; and 
there shall be one fold, and one shepherd. As sheep are com- 
mitted into the hands of a shepherd, and as he becomes re- 
sponsible for their preservation or restoration, so Christ is re- 
presented as the great Shepherd of the sheep, whose blood was 
shed by covenant; and who, by fulfilling that covenant, was 
entitled to a discharge, which, as the representative of those 
for whom he died, he enjoyed in his resurrection from the 
dead. t 


* Psa.cx. 3. Isa. lit, 10, 11. xlix. 7—9. 12. 
t+ John x. 11. 15, 16. Heb. xiii. 20. 
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Again: Christ laid down his life as a husband 3 and for whom 
should we expect him to die in that character? For his bride, 
surely. So the scriptures informus: ‘Husbands, love your 
wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself 
for wt. The love of a husband, of which his death is here sup- 
posed to be the nesunr, is certainly discriminating. If it is 
said,‘ True ; but the church here means actual believers;? I 
reply, Ifthey were actual believers, I should suppose they 
_were not unsanctified ; for faith purifies the heart: but Christ 
gave himself, that he might sanctify them with the washing of 
water by the word. Besides, he did not die for believers, as 
such ; for, while we were yet enemies, Christ died for us: but he 
died for the church, as such considered. This is evident, for 
that his death is represented as resulting from his love, which 
he exercises as a husband. I conclude, therefore, the church 
cannot, in this place, be understood of those only who actually 
believed.* 

Again: Christ laid down his life asa surety. He is ex- 
pressly called the surety of a beticr testwment. He needed 
not to be asurety in the behalf of the Father, to see to the 
fulfilment of the promises, seeing there was no possibility of 
his failing in what he had engaged to bestow ; but there was 
danger on our part. Ought we not, therefore, to suppose, that, 
after the example of the high priest under the law, Christ 
was a surety for the people, io God? and, if so, we cannot 
extend the objects for whom he was a surety, beyond those 
who are finally saved, without supposing him to fail in what 
he has undertaken. In perfect conformity with these senti- 
ments, the following scriptures represent our Lord Jesus, I 
apprehend, as having undertaken the certain salvation of all 
those for whom he lived and died. It became him for whont 
are all things—in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the 
Captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings. He 
died, not for the Jewish nation only, but that he might gathér 
together in one the children of God that were scattered abroad 
—The children being partakers of flesh and blood, he also 
took part of the same.—Here am I, and the children whom the 
Lord hath given me. Though we receive not the power, or 


*Ephes. v. 25, 26. is 
Vou. f. BA 
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privilege, to become the sons of God till after we believe in 
Christ ; yet, from Sefore “the foundation of the world, were 
we predestinated to thejadoption of children, by Jesus Christ 
unto himself, according to the good pleasure of his will; and 
so, in the esteem of God, were considered as children, even 
while as yet we lay scattered abroad under the ruins of the 
fall.* Pa 

Once more: Christ laid down his life as a sacrifice of atone- 
ment ; and for whom did the priests under the law offer up the 
sacrifice 2? For those, surely, on whose behalf it was sanctz- 
Jjied, or set apart for that purpose. Some of the Jewish sacri- 

| fices were to make atonement for the sin of am individual ; 
others for the sins of the whole nation: but every sacrifice 
had its special appointment, and was supposed to atone for 
the sins of those, and those only, on whose behalf it was of- 
fered. Now, Christ, being about to offer himself a sacri- 
fice for sin, spake on this wise : For their sakes I sanctify my- 
self, that they also may be sanctified through the truth. ‘ For 
their sakes,’ as though he had said, ‘who were given me of 
the Father, I set myself apart as a victim to vengeance, that I 
may consecrate and present them faultless before the presence 
of my Father.’} 

Lil. Such efeets are ascribed to the death of Christ as do 
not terminate upon all mankind. Those for whom Christ 
died are represented as being redeemed by the shedding of his 
blood : He Auth redeemed us from the curse of the law, being 
made acurse for us.t But redemption includes the forgive- 
ness of sin; (Ephes. 1. 7. Col. i. 14.) and we know that to be 
a blessing which does not terminate upon all mankind.§ — Fur- 


* Heb. vii, 22. ii, 10. 13, 14, John xi. 52.412. Ephes. i. 4, 5- 

+ John xvii. 9. 19. t Gal. in. 13, 

§ P., | suppose, has felt the force of this reasoning heretofore, and, 
therefore, if | am rightly informed, he disowns a universal redemplion ; 
supposing that, properly speaking, Christ did not, by laying down his 
life, redeem any man ; that no person can be said to have been redeem- 
ed, till he has believed in Christ. It is true, we receive this blessing 
when we believe, as we then receive the atonement. It is then that we 
have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins: but, 
as it does not follow from our receiving the atonement when we believe. 
that atonement was not properly made when Christ hung upon the CrORS, 
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ther : itis not only ascribed to the death of Christ that pare 
don and acceptance are procured for all who return in his 
name ; but any return at all is attributed to the same cause : 
He gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from all ini- 
quity,and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good 
works. He gave himself for the church, that he might sanctify 
and cleanse it. Our old man is said to be crucified with him, 
that the body of sin might be destroyed. But we see not these 
_ effects produced upon all mankind ; nor are all mankind his pe- 
culiar people.* 

IV. Christ is said to have borne the sins of many ; and the 
blood of the new covenant was shed for many, for the remission 
of sins.{| The term many, it is allowed, when opposed to 
one, or to few, is sometimes used for an unlimited number : 
in one such instance, it is put for all. mankind. But it is self: 
evident, that, when no such opposition exists, it is always used 
for a limited number, and generally stands opposed to all. 
Who the many are, in Isa. lili. 12. whose sins he bare, may be 
known by comparing it with the verse foregoing: By his 
knowledge (that is, by the knowledge of him) shall my right- 
eous servant justify many ; for he shall bear their iniquitics. 
Therefore will I divide him a portion with the great, and he 
shall divide the spoil with the strong, because he hath poured 
out his soul unto death: he was numbered with the transgres-— 


so neither does it follow fron our having redemption when we believe, 
that Christ did not properly redeem us when he laid down his life. Cer- 
iain it is, that. the passage before cited (Gal. iii. 13.) refers not to what 
takes place on our believing, but to what was done at the time se Christ 
wae made acurse for us by hanging upon the tree. 

Though I apprehend for the reasons above, that being redeemed from 
the curse of the law does not necessarily suppose the subject to bein the 
actual possession of that blessing ; yet, to understand it of any thing less 
than such a virtual redemption as effectually secured our enjoyment 
of deliverence inthe fulness of time, is to reduce it to no meaning at 
all. We must either allow it to mean thus much, or say with P. that 
Christ, in laying down his life for us, did not redeem any man; but this 
at present, appears to me to be contradicting, rather than explaining, 
scripture, 

* Titusii. 14. Ephes.v. 26, Rom. vi. 6. 
4 Isa. lili, 12. Matt. xxvi. 18. ‘ r 
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sors, he bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the 
transgressors. There is no reason that I know of to be given, 
why the many, whose sins he bare, should Het nderstond 
of any other persons than the many who by his knowledge 
are justified, and who, it must be owed, are nota man- 
kind. ' 

V.The intercession of Christ, which is founded upon his 
death, and expressive of its grand design, extends not to all 
mankind : [pray for them, says Christ ;] pray not for the world, 
but. for them whom thou hast given me, for they are thine.* 
The intercession of the priests under the law, so far as I know, 
was always in behalf of the same persons for whom the oblation 
was offered. The persons prayed for by our Lord must either 
mean those who were then believers, to the exclusion of the un- 
believing world; or, all who should at any period of time 
believe, to the exclusion of those who should finally perish. 
That Christ prayed for those who then believed in him, is grant- 
ed; but that his intercession was confined to them, and ex- 
cluded all that did not believe in him, cannot be admitted, for 
the following reasons : 1. Christ prays for all that were given 
him of the Father: but the term’ given is not applied to be- 
lievers as such : for men are represented as given of the Father, 
prior to their coming to Christ. Jobn vi. 37. 2. The scripture 
account of Christ’s intercession does not confine it to those who 
are actaally believers, which it must have done, if the sense | 
eppose be admitted. When he hung upon the cross, he prayed 
for his enemies ; and, herein, most evidently fulfilled that pro- 
phecy : He poured out his soul unto death, he was numbered with 
the transgressors, he bare the sin of many, and MADE IN'TERCES- 
SION FOR THE TRANSGREsSORS.{ 3. It is expressly said, in verse 
20, Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also who sHALt. 
believe in me through their word. 

VI. If the doctrine of eternal, personal, and unconditional 
election be atruth, that of a special design in the death of 
Christ must necessarily follow. Ido not suppose P. will ad- 
mit the first; but | apprehend he will admit, that, if the. first 
could be proved a scripture truth, the last would follow of 
course. 1 might then urge all those scriptures and arguments 


* John xvit. 9, + Puke xxiii, 34. Isa. liii. 12. 
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which appear, to me, to prove | the doctrine of election. But 
this would carry me beyond my present design. I only say, 
the following scriptures, among many others, appear to me 
to be conclusive upon that subject, and such as cannot be an- 
swere without a manifest force being put upon them. God 
the Father hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in Christ 
Jesus, according as he hath chosen us in him before the foun- 
dation of the world, that we should be holy.—God hath from 
_ the beginning chosen you to salvation, through sanctification 
of the Spirit and belief of the truth.—All that the Father 
giveth to me shall come to me.—Whom he did foreknow, he did 
predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son. More- 
over, whom he did predestinate, them he also called: whom 
he called, them he also justified: and whom) he justified, them 
he also glorified.—1 have much people in this city.—As many 
as were ordained to eternal life believed.—Elect, according to 
the foreknowledge of God the Father, through santification 
of the Spirit, unto obedience.—Who hath saved us, and called 
us with a holy calling, not according to our works, but ac- 
cording to*his,own purpose and grace, whichiwas given us in 
Christ Jesus before the world began.—Ye have not chosen me, 
but I have chosen you, and ordained you, that you should go 
and bring forth fruit, and that your fruit should remain.—I 
thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because thou 
hast hid these things fromthe wise and prudent, and revealed 
them unto babes. Even so, Father, for so it seemed good in 
thy sight-—Except the Lord of hosts had left us a seed, we had 
been as Sodom, and been made like unto Gomorrha.—QAt this pre- 
sent time also there is a remnant, according to the election of 
grace. The election hath obtarned it, and the rest were blinded. 
—I will have mercy on whom I will have mercy ; and I will have 
compassion on whom I will have compassion.—So then it is not of 
him that eee nor oF him that runneth, but of God that show- 
eth mercy .* 

The above passages must be allowed to speak only of a 
part of mankind. This part of mankind must ‘be styled the 


*¢Ephes. i. 3, 4. 2 Thess. ii. 13. John vi. 87. Rom. viii. 29, 30. Acts 
xviii. 10. xiii. 48. 1 Pet. i. 2. 2 Tim.i.9. John xv. 16.. Matt. xi. 25, 26, 
Rom. ix. 15, 16, 29. xi. 5.7. 
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chosen of God, given of the Father, &c. either because of their 
actually being believers, or because it was foreseen that they 
would believe, or, as we suppose, because God ad pur- 
posed in himself that they should believe, and be saved. It 
cannot be on account of the first; seeing they were chosen be- 
fore the foundation of the world, and given to a. to 
their believing in him. It cannot be on account of the second ; 
because, then, what he had done for us must have been accord- 
ing to something good in us, anu not according to his owa pur- 
pose and grace, given us in Christ Jesus, before the world began. 
It would also be contrary to all those scriptures recited above, 
which represent our being chosen, and given of the Father, as 
the cause of faith and holiness. If our conformity to the image 
of the Son of God, our faith, holiness, and obedience, are the 
effects of election, they cannot be the ground, or reason of it. 
If men are given to Christ prior to the consideration of their 
- coming to him, then they cannot be‘said to be given on account 
of their so coming. If, then, it cannot be on account of either 
the first or the second, I conclude it must be on account of the 
last. 

The death of Christ is assigned as a reason why-none, at 
the last day, shall be able to lay any thing to the charge of 
God’s elect.* But, if it extends equally to those who are con- 
demned as to those who are justified, how does it become a 
security against such a charge? Whatever difference there 
may be, in point of security, between those who, at that day, 
are justified, and those who are condemned, the death of Christ, 
is not supposed to have had any influence towards it. The 
security of the elect should rather have been ascribed to what 
they themselves have done in embracing the Saviour, than to 
any thing done by him; seeing what he did was no security 
whatever. It was no more than a cypher, in itself considered, 
The efficacy of the whole, it seems, rested, not upon what Christ 
had done, but upon what they themselves: had done in believing 
in him, 

VU. The character of the redeemed in the world above 
implies the sentiment for which we plead. Not only did the 
four living creatures, and the four and twenty elders (which 


* Rom, viii, 33, 94. 
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seem to represent the church militant) adore the Lamb, saying, 
Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by thy blood, out 
of every cath, and tongue, and people, and nation ; but it is 
witnessed of those who are without fault before the throne of God, 
that they were redeemed (or bought) among men, being the first- 
fruits rood and the Lamb. But, if all, of every kindred, 
and tongue, and people, and nation, were bought by the blood 
of Christ, there could be no possibility of any being ‘bought from 

_among them. ; 

~ The above are some of the reasons which induce me to think 
there was a certain, absolute, and, consequently, limited design 
in the death of Christ, securing the salvation of all those, and 
only those, who are finally saved. The reader will now judge 
of the confident manner in which P. asks, * What end can it an- 
swer to take all these pains to vindicate a doctrine which God 
has never revealed 2?” (p. 36.) _ 

§ 2. WHEREIN SOME NOTICE IS TAKEN OF THE ARGUMENTS OF 
P. FOR THE CONTRARY HYPOTHESIS. 

The limited extent of Christ’s death is said to be ‘ inconsist- 
ent with divine goodness, aad with the tender mercies of God 
over all his works.”’* (p. 73.) To this it is replied, Fallen angels 
area part of God’s works, as well as fallen men; but Christ did 
not die for them: if therefore his death is to be considered as the 
criterion of divine goodness, and if the exercise of punitive jus- 
tice is inconsistent with that attribute, then, suppose we were 
to admit that Christ died for all mankind, still the Psalmist’s as-- 
sertion cannot be true, and the difficulty is never the nearer be- 
ing removed. 

That God loves all mankind I make no doubt, and all the 
works of his bands, as such considered, fallen angels them- 
selves not excepted; but the question is, whether he loves 
them all alike; and whether the exercise of punitive justice 


* Surely it is of vast importance to remember, that the death of Christ 
was intended not to prevent the divine character’s being reproached on ac- 
count of the strictness of his law in condemning all transgressors ; but to 
prevent its being censured on account of the exemption of any trangressors 
from deserved punishment, Whatever considerations prove the necessity 
or infinite expediency of the atonement, must prove it was altogether op- 
tional, andan instance of infinite and sovereign goodness in God to providea 
J,amb for a sin-offering. Rk, 
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be inconsistent with universal goodness? It is going great 
lengths, for a weak worm to take upon him to insist that divine 
goodness must be exercised in such a particular instance, or it 
can have no existence at all. I dare not say there is no love, 


no goodness, in all the providences of God towards mankind, 


nor yet in his giving them the means of grace and the invita- 
tions of the gospel, though he does not do all for them which he 
could do, to incline them to embrace them, and has neither pur- 
posed nor provided for such anend. On the contrary, I be- 
lieve these things, in themselves considered, to be instances of 
divine goodness, whatever the issue of them may be through 
men’s depravity. 

But, if Christ did. not die for all mankind, it is said, ‘His 
tender mercies cannot be exercised towards them; no, not in 
the good things of this life’; for these only increase their mise- 


ry; nor in life itself; for every moment of it must be a dread- 
* 


ful curse.”’ (p. 73.) But, horrid as these consequences may 
appear, a denier of God’s foreknowledge would tell P. that 
the same consequences followed upon his own scheme, and 
in their full extent. He would say, ‘You pretend to main- 
tain the tender mercies of God over all his works; and yet 
you suppose him perfectly to know, before any of these works 
were brought into being, the part that every individual would 
act, and the consequent misery that would follow. He wag 
sure that millions of the human race would so act, place them 
under what advantages he would, as that they would certainly 
involve themselves in such a condition that 7 were better for 
them never to have been born. He knew precisely who would 
come to such an end, as muchas he will at the day of judgment. 
Why, then, did he bring them into existence? Surely they had 
better never have been born; or, if they must be born, why 
were they not cut off from the womb; seeing he was sure that 
every moment of time that they existed would only increase 
their misery? Is this goodness? Are these his tender mer- 
cies?” . , . . | tremble while I write! For my part, I feel 
difficulties attend upon every thing I think about. I feel my- 
self a poor worm of the dust, whose understanding is infinitely 
too contracted to fathom the ways and works of God. I wish 
to tremble and adore; and take comfort in this—that what | 
know not now, I shall know hereafter. 
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But ‘it is nowhere expressly said that Christ died only 
for a part of mankind.” (p. 71.) It is expressly said that be 
gave himself that he might purify unto himself a peculiar 
people ; that he laid down his life for the sheep ; that he 
loved the church, and gave himself for it; that he died that he 
might gather together in one the children of God that were 
scatiered abroad; and that those who are without fault be- 
fore the throne of God, were bought from among men. But 
be it so, that we nowhere expressly read that Christ did not 
‘die to redeem all mankind ; the scriptures do not so much 
deal in negatives, as in positives ; their concern is not so much 
to inform mankind what is not done. as what is done. 1 know 
not that it is anywhere expressly satd, that all mankind are not 
to he baptized ; yet I suppose P. well understands that part of 
our Lord’s commission to be restrictive. 

There was no necessity for the apostles to publish the di- 
vine purposes to mankind in their addresses to them. These — 
were not designed as a rule uf action, either for the preach- 
ers or the hearers. It was sufficient for them both, that Christ 
was ready to pardon and accept of any sinner whatever, that 
should come unto him. It was equally sufficient, on the other 
hand, if, after people believed, they were taught those truths 
which relate to the purposes of grace on their behalf, with a 
view to cut off all glorying in themselves, and that they might 
learn to ascribe the whole difference between themselves and 
others to the mere sovereign grace of God. Hence it is, that 
the chief of those scriptures which we conceive to hold forth 
a limitation of design in the death of Christ, or any othe: doc- 
trine of diserimina’ing grace, are such as were addressed to be- 
lievers. 

But the main stress of the argument seems to lie in the mean- 
ing of such general expressicns as all men—-world—whole world, 
&c. If these are discussed I suppose J shall be allowed to have 
replied to the substance of what P. has advanced; and that is 
all I can think of attending to. 

It is admitted, as was before observed, that there is in the 
death of Christ a sufficient ground for indefinite calls and 
universal invitations ; that God does invite mankind, without 
distinction, to return to him through the mediation of hig 
Son, and promises pardon and acceptance to whomsvever 
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shall so return. ‘There have been, and now are, many consid- 
erable writers, who are far from disowning the doctrine of | par- 
ticular redemption, (or, that the salvation of those who are 
saved is owing to an absolute, and consequently limited, de- 

ap ise in the death of Christ, who yet apprehend that a way 

is opened for sinners, without distinction, being invited to Te- 
turn to God, with the promise of free pardon on their return. 
And they suppose the above general expressions are intended 
to convey to us ‘this idea. For my part, though | think with. 
ihem in respect to the thing itself, yet I question if these general 
expressions are so to be undersiood. The terms ransom, pro- 
pitiation, &c. appear, to me, to express more than this, and 
what is true only of those who are finally saved. To die for 
us appears to me, to express the design, or intention, of the Re- 
deemer. Christ’s death effected'a real redemption, through 
which we are justified. He redeemed us from the curse of the 
law y/ PERS made a curse for us, and thereby secured the blessing 
to come upon us in due time.* Such a meaning, therefore, of 
(he general expressions above-mentioned does net appear to 
me, agreeable ; much less can I accede to the sense put ue 
them by Philanthropos. 
he rule of interpretation mentioned by P. (p. 76.) I ap- 
prove. His sense of the passages referred to I apprehend to 
be “contradicted by other scriptures—contrary to the scope of 
the inspired writers—and what involves in it various absurdi- 
ties.” 


os a 


The following observations are submitted to the judgment of 
the impartial reader. i 

T. It is the usual language of scripture, when speaking of the 
blessings of salvation extending to the Gentiles, to describe 
them in indefinite terms: O thou that hearest prayer, unto 
thee shall all flesh come.—The glory of the Lord shall be re- 
wealed, and all flesh shall see it together.—And it shall come 
to pass, that from one new moon to another, and from one sab- 
bath to another, shall all flesh come to worship before me, saith 
the Lord.—And I will pour out my Spirit upon all Jlesh, and 
your sons and your daughters shull prophecy, &c.— Thy 
Maker ws thy husband, (the Lord of hosts is his name ;) the 


* Rom, iti, 94. ovGal. Wii. 13, 14; 
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God of the whole earth shall he {be called.—All the ends of the 
world shall remember and turn unto the Lord: and all the kin 
dreds of the nations shall worship before thee.—And I, if I be 
lifted up, will draw all men unto me.—Ever y valley shall be 


Jilled, and every mountain ond hill shall be: brought low; and 


all. flesh shall see the sabsaiion of God.—Al nations whom 
thou hast made shall come and worship, before thee, O Lord, 
and shall glorify thy name.—All kings shall fall down before 
him: all nations shall serve him. Men shall be blessed in him ; 
all nations shall call him blessed.* 

These passages, with many others, express blessings which 
cannot be understood universally, as P: himself must acknow- 
ledge. Now I ask, would not these furnish 4 contender for 
the universal and final salvation of all mankind with as good an 
argument as that which P. uses against us? Might ke not say, 
“ The subject in question can require no figures. Surely the: 
great God could not intend to impose upon his poor, ignorant 
creatures. He could receive no honour from such an imposi- 
tion. It would be no glory to you, Sir, to ensnare a fly ora. 
gnat. We are infinitely more below Deity thana fly or a gnat 
isinferiorto us. And we may say, with reverence, that his jus- 
tice, and all his moral perfections, require that he should be ex- 
plicit in teaching ignorant men on subjects of such importance 


as this??? (p. 40.)t 


* Psa. Ixv. 3. Isa. xl. 5. Ixvi. 23. Joel ii. 28. Isa. liv. 5. Psa. xxii. 
27, John xii. 32.6.» Psa. lxxxvi. 9. lxxil. 11.7 

+ P. speaks of reverence: andI have no. doubt but that, in? general 
he feels it: but surely, in this place, he must have. forgotten himself. 
Surely, a greater degree of sobriety would have become a creature so 
ignorant and insignificant as he describes himself, than to determine 
what kind of language God shall use in conveying his mind to men, 
There is no doubt but God’s word, in all its parts, is sufficiently ex- 
plicit. Every thing that relates to the warrant and rule of a sinner’s 
application for salvation, especially, is plain and easy. The wayfaring 
man, though a fool, shall not err. And if some truths, which do not 
affect either his right to apply to the Saviour, or,his hope of success on 
application, should be expressed in figurative language, I hope such a 
mode of expression will not be found to reflect upon the moral character of 


God. 
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Il. The time in which the New ee. A written ren- 
ders such a sense of the indefinite terms there used very pos- 
sible, and very probable. The Jews, it is well known, wele, 
at that time, very tenacious of éellstae privileges. Their 
prejudices: ‘taught them to expect a Messiah, whose blessings 
Paola be confined to their own p -eculiar nation. The gene- 
rality of even those who believed were exceedingly jealous, 
and found it hard work to relinquish their peculiar notions, and 
be reduced to a level with the Gentiles. It seems highly 
proper, therefore, that the Holy Spirit should, in some sort, 
cut off their vain pretensions ; and this he did, not only by 
directing the apostles to the use of indefinite language, but 
by putting words into the mouth of Caiaphas, their own high 
priest. He bore witness for God, though he meant no such 
_ thing, how that Jesus should die for that nation ; and not for 
ES that nation only, but that also he should gather together in one 
— CHILDREN or Gop, THAT WERE SCATTERED ABROAD.* 

I. The scope and connexion of several of the passages pro- 
Taeced: countenance such an interpretation : 

1 Tim. ii. 6. He gave himself a ransom for all, &c. This 
ig a passage on which considerable stress is laid. The whole 
passage :eads as follows: I exhort, therefore, that first of all, 
supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving uf thauks, 
be made for all men: for kings, and for ail that are in author- 
ity; that we may lead a quict ani peaceable life in ail godli- 
ness and honesty. For this is good and acceptable in the sight 
of God our Saviour: w'o will have ail men to be saved, and 
to come unto th: knowledge of the truth. For there is one Gud, 
and one Mediator between God an! men, the man Christ Jesus; 
who gave hims If a ransom for all, to be testified in due time. 
Whereunio I ain ordained a preacher and an apostle, a teacher of 
the Gentiles in farth and verity. 


{ wish, especially, that P. had written with more sobriety in what he 
says of God’s deceiving and ensaring us.” What deception is there in 
te case? Do we suppose it possible fora poor sinner, evcouraged by the 
invitations of the gospel, to apply to Christ, and there meet with a re- 
pulse? Nosuch thing. To what purpose, then, is it asked, ‘*‘ How can 
any man believe the promises of God, if he be not assured that God is in 
eer. est, and means to fulfil them?”? (p, 49.) 

® Jobw xi. 51, 52. 
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allow it to be the revealed will of God, that every man 
who hears, or has opportunity to hear the gospel, should re- 
turn to him by Jesus Christ ; and whosoever so returns shal! 
surely be saved. But I apprehend, let us understand by the 
will of God in this place what we may, we can never make | 
it applicable to all men universally By the truth which God — 
will have all men to come to the knowledge of, is plainly in- 
tended that of the one God, and one Mediator between God 
and men, the man Christ Jesus ; which is here opposed to 
the notion of many gods and many mediators among the hea- 
thens. But in no sense can it be said to be God’s will that all 
men universally should come to the knowledge of the latter 
branch of this truth, unless it be his will that millions of the 
human race should believe in him of whom they have never 
heard. ‘ em 

I should think the latter part of verses 6,7, determines the | 
meaning. The phrase, to be testified, IN DUE Time, doubtless 
refers to the gospel being preached among all nations, though 
not to all the individuals of any one nation, before the end of 
the world. Hence it follows, Whereunto I am ordained a 
preacher—a teacher of the Gentives in faith and verity, ‘God 
does not now,’ as if the apostle had said, ‘ confine, his church, 
as heretofore, amongst the Jews. Your prayers, hopes, and 
endeavours, must now extend over all the world. God wilh 
set up his kingdom in all the kingdoms of the earth. Seek 
the welfare and eternal salvation of men, therefore, without 
distinction of rank or nation. There is not a country under 
heaven which is not given to the Messiah for his inheritance ; 
and he shall possess it in due time. In due time, the gospel 
ehall be testified throughout all the world; for the ushering 
in of which glorious tidings [ am appointed a herald, an apostle, 
a teacher of the Gentiles in faith and verity.’* 


® He gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in due time.—Whether 
the ransom ef Christ extends further than the ¢estimony of the gospel, or 
not, is a question which I do not pretend to determine: be that how- 
ever as it may, neither supposition will suit the scheme of P. If it does 
nol, his point is given up. If it does, if it includes the whole heathen 
world, it is to be hoped they are somewhat the better for it, not only in 
this world, but inthattocome. But, if so, either they must go to heaven 
without regeneration, or regeneration in those cases is not by faith. 
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Lhave seen nothing, at present, sufficient to convince me 
but that this is the meaning of 1 John ii. 2. He is the propi- 
tiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the 
sins of the whole world. John, the writer of the epistle, was 
_a Jew, an apostle of the circumcision, in connexion with Peter 

and James. (Gal. ii. 9.) The Epistles of Peter and James 
were each directed to the Jews; (1 Pet. i. 123852) P etnies 
James i. 1.) and Dr. Whitby acknowledges, concerning this 
Kpistle,* that “it being written by an apostle of the circum-. 
cision, it is not doubted but it was written to the Jews.”? The 
- same is intimated by several passages in the Epistle itself. 
The fathers to whom he writes (chap. ii. 13, 14.) knew Christ 
Srom the beginning. In verse 18 of the same chapter, he ap- 
pears plainly to refer to our Lord’s’ prophecies concerning the 
awful end of the Jewish nation, and to the false prophets that 
should come into the world previous to that event. He in- 
3 ~ sists much upon Christ’s being come in the flesh; Wick was 
* heath more liable to be denied by the Jews, than by the 
Gentiles. Finally: the term itself, which is rendered propi- 
tiation, plainly alludes to the Jewish mercy-seat. It is true, 
that many things in it will equally apply to Jews and Gentiles. 
Christ is thesadvocate of the one, as well as of the other: but 
that is no proof that the Epistle is not directed to believing 
Jews: as the same may be said of many things in the Epistle 
of James, which also is called a catholic, or general Epistle, 
though expressly addressed fo the twelve tribes smchaocre 
* scattered abroad.} ’ 

After all, I wish it to be considered, whether the text refer 
to any other than believers of either Jews or Gentiles. In my 
opinion, it does not ; and, if so, the argument from it, in fa- 
vour of the universal extent of Christ’s death, is totally invali- 
dated. My reasons for this opinion are are as follow : the term 
propitiation is not put for what Christ is unto us, considered 
only as laying down his life, and offering himself a sacrifice, 


* Preface to his Annotations on the First Epistle of John. 

+ Had not an argument been drawn from the file of this Epistle, in 
favour of its being written to both Jews and Gentiles, I should have 
taken no notice of it; as these titles, I suppose, were given to the Epistles 


by uninspired writers. 
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but for what he is unto us through faith. He is “ set forth to 
bea propitiation, through faith in his blood.”* He cannot 
therefore, one should think, be a propitiation to any but be 
“ievers. There would be no propriety in saying of Christ, that 
he is set forth to be an expiatory sacrifice through faith in 
his blood; because he was a sacrifice for sin prior to the con- — 
sideration of our believing in him. The text does not ex- 
press what Christ was, as laying down his life, but what he ts 
in consequence of it. Christ being our propitiation certainly 
supposes his being a sacrifice for sin; but it also supposes 
something more: it includes the idea of that sacrifice becom- 
ing the medium of the forgiveness of sin, and of communion 
with God. It relates, not to what has been called the impe- 
tration, but to the application of redemption. Christ is our - 
propitiation in the same sense as he is The Lord our right- 
eousness, Whichalso is said to be through faith; hut how he 
should be a propitiation through faith to those sane have no 
faith, is difficult to conceive. 

The truth seems to be this: Christ is that of aps the 
Jewish mercy-seat (or propitiary) was a type. The Jewish 
mercy-seat was the medium of mercy and communion with 
God for all the worshippers of God of old.j Christ is that 
in reality which this was in figure, and is not, like that, con- 
fined to a single nation. He is the medium through which 
all. believers, of all ages and nations, have access to God, and 
receive the forgiveness of their sins. All this perfectly agrees 
with the scope of the apostle, which was to encourage back- 
slidden believers against despair. 

. Though it is here supposed the siieetla personates believ- 
ing Jews, and that the whole world means the Gentiles; yet, 
if the contrary were allowed, the argument would not be 
thereby affected.. Suppose him by our sims to mean the sins 
of us who now believe, whether Jews or Gentiles, still it 
amounts to the same thing; for then what follows is as if he had 
added, ‘and not for ours only, but for the sins of all that ever 
came, or shall come unto God by him from the beginning to the 
end of time.” 

P. objects the want of other passages of scripture, in which 


* Rom. ii, 25, + Exod, xxv. 22 
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the term ‘‘whole world signifies the alec or those that be- 
lieve, or those that are saved, or any thing contradictory to 
the sense he has given.” (p. 81.) The term whole world 
is certainly used in a limited sense by the apostle Paul. when 
he says of the Christians at-Rome, that their faith was spoken 
of throughout the whole world.** Though Rome, at that time 
was ina sort the metropolis of the known world, and those 
who professed Christianity in that famous city were more con- 
spicuous than those: who professed it in other places; yet 
there were many countries not then discovered, in which the 
news of their faith could not possibly have arrived. Besides, 
it is evident, from the drift of the apostle, that the faith of 
the Romans was spoken of in a way of commendation; but it 
is not supposable, that the whole world universally would so 
speak of it. By the whole world, therefore, can be meant no 

more than the believing part of it in those countries where 

_ Christianity had begun to make its way. Further: Christ is 
called the God of the whole earth} The whole earth must 
here mean believers; as it expresses, not his universal gov- 
ernment of the world, but his tender relation of a Ausband 
which it was here foretold he should sustain towards the Gen- 
tile, as well as the Jewish church. Again: the gospel of 
Christ preached in the world is compared to Jeaven hid in three 
measures of meal till the whole was leavened.{ This, doubt- 
Jess, implies that the gospel, before it has finished its opera+ 
tions, shall spread throughout the whole world, and leaven it. 
But this will never be true of all the individuals in the world; 
for none but true believers are leavened by it. 

But P. thinks the phrase whole world, in 1 John ii. %. ought 
to be interpreted by a like phrase in chap. v. 19. and yet he 
himself cannot pretend that they are of a like meaning; nor 
does he understand them so. By the whole world in one place 
he understands all the inhabitants that éver were, or should bé 
in the world, excepting those from whom they are there dis- 
tinguished : but in thé other, can only be meant the wicked 
of ike world, who, at that time, existed upon the earth. 

The most plausible argument advanced by P. is, in my 
opinion, from 2 Cor. v. 15., on which he observes, that the 


® Rom -i. &. + Isa, liv. 6. t Matt.. xiii. 83. 
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phrase they who live, is distributive, and must, therefore, include 
only a part of the all for whom Christ died. (p..78.) Whether 
the following remarks are sufficient to invalidate the argument 
of P. from this passage, the reader is left to judge. 

1. The context speaks of the Gentries being interested in . 
Christ, as well as the Jews. Henceforth know we no man after 
the flesh ; yea, though we have known Christ after the flesh, 
yet now henceforth know we him no more.—If any man be in 
Christ, he is u new creature. Ver. iG, 17, compared with Gal. 


” vi 15. 


2. It does not appear to be the design of the apostle, to 
affirm that Christ died for all that were dead, but that all were 
dead for whom Christ died. P. wonders, and, it seems, has 
much ado to keep up. his good opinion of my integrity, for 
what I said in a note on this subject before. (p. 26.) That it 


is the main design of the apostle to speak of the condition of 
those for whom Christ died, | conclude, partly from his having 


a” 
« 


been describing the condition of sinners, as subject to the ters 


rors of divine vengeance, (ver. 11.) and partly from the phrase- 
ology of ver. 14. The apostle’s words are, If one died for all, 
then were THEY all dead; which proves, both that the condition 
of those for whom Christ died was the subject of the apostle’s 
main discourse, and that the extent of the term all, in the latter 
part of this verse, is to be determined by the former, and not 
the former by the latter. 

But ‘‘ has the little word all lost its meaning?” No, cer- 

tainly roc does what is here advanced suppose that it has. , 
The main, design of a writer is not expressed in every word/ 
in. a sentence; and yet every word may have its meaning, 
Though I suppose that the. term here may refer to Jews and 
Gentiles, yet that does not necessarily imply, that it was the, 
apostle’s main design here to speak of the extent of Christ’s 
death. 
3. Though our hypothesis supposes that all for whom Christ 
died shall finally live, yet it does not suppose that they all live 
at present. It is but a part of those for whom he died, viz. 
such as are called by his grace, who live not unto themselves, 
but to him who died for them, and rose again. 

There are some other passages produced by P., particularly 
Heb. ii. 9. and 2 Pet. ii. 1. ; but I am ready to think he him~ 
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self does not place much dependence upon them. He is not 
unacquainted with the scope of the author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, nor of the word man not being in the text. Nor 
need he be told, that the apostle Peter, in the context of the 
other passage, appears to be speaking nothing about the pur- 
chase of the Saviour’s blood; that the name there given to 
the purchaser, is never applied to Christ : and that, if it is ap- 
plied to him in this instance, it is common to speak of things, 
not as they actually are, but as they are professed to be: thus. 
apostates are said to be twice dead as if they had been spiritu- 
ally alive; though, in fact, that was never the case, but barely 
the mater of their profession. See also Matt. xiii. 12. and Luke 
viii. 18. i 

§ 3. ON THE CONSISTENCY OF THE LIMITED EXTENT OF 
_ CHRIST’s DEATH, AS STATED ABOVR, WITH UNIVERSAL CALLS, 
\ invirations, &c. A 
x Here we come to the second question, and to what is the 
‘only part « f the subject to which I am properly called upon 
to reply. Ifa limitation of design in the death of Christ be 
inconsistent with exhortations and invitations to mankind in 
general, it must be because it is inconsistent for God to ex- 
hort and invite men. to any thing with which he has not made 


gracious provision, by oe death of his Son, to enable them to 
coraply. 

When I deny a gracious provision being necessary to ren- 
der exhortations consistent, 1 would be understood. to mean, 
1. Something more than a provision of pardon in behalf of all 
‘bose who shall believe in Christ: 2. More than the furnish- 
i.bg of men with motives and reasons for compliance; or order- 
irg it so that these motives and reasons shall be urged upon 
them. Ifno more than this were meant by the term, I should 
allow that such a provision is necessary. But, by a gracious 
prowision, | mean that, be it what it may, which removes a 
moral inability to comply with the gospel, and. which renders 
such a compliance possible without the invincible agency of the 
Holy Spirit. ‘ 

What has been said before may be here repeated, that the 
doctrine of a limitation of design in the death of Christ stands 
or falls with that.of the divine purposes. If the latter can be 
Maintained, and maintained to be consistent with. the free 


i; 
sxor. IV} ___- PHILANTHROPos. 315 


agency of man and the entire use of means, then it will not 
_ be very difficult to defend the former. I confess, the subject 
is profound, and that I enter upon it with fear and trembling. 
it is a subject on which I dare not indulge a spirit of specu- 
lation. Perhaps the best way of studying it is upen our knecs ! 
L hope it will be my endeavour to keep close to what God has 
revealed concerning it. There are, doubtless, many questions 
that might be started by a curious mind, which it would be diffi- 
cult, and, perhaps, impossible to solve. Noris this to be won- 
dered at. The same difficulty attends us, in our present state, 
respecting almost all ihe works of God. No man could solve 
, one half of the difficulties that might be started concerning God’s 
goodness in creating the world, when he knew all that would 
follow... The same might be said of a thousand ‘things in the 
scheme of Divine Providence. Suffice it for us, at present, 
that we know our littleness ; that, when we come to see things 
as they are, we shall be fully convinced of all that has been told — 
us, and shall unite in the universal acclamation, He warn DONE 
ALL THINGS WELL! 

That there is a consistency between the divine decrees and 
the free agency of men, | believe: but whether I can account 
for it, is another thing. _ Whether it can be accounted for at all, 
so as to enable us clearly to comprehend it, I cannot tell. Be 
that as it may, it does not distress me: I believe in beth, because 
both appear, to me, to be plainly revealed. Of this I shall at- 
tempt to give evidence in what follows : . 

{. The time of man’s life is appointed of God. Is there 
not an appointed time to man upon earth? are not his days 
also like the days of a hireling?—His days are determined, 
the number of his months are with thee, thou hast appointed 
his bounds that he cannot pass. All the days of my appointed 
time will I wart, till my change come.* And yet men are ex- 

- horted to use means to prolong their lives, and actually do 
use those means, as if there was no appointment in the case. 
God determines to send afflictions to individuals and families ; 
and he may have determined that those afflictions shall termi- 
nate in death ; nevertheless, it is God’s revealed will, that they 
should use means for their recovery, as much as if there were 


* Job vii. 1, xiv. 5. 14. 
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no determination in the affair Children were exhorted to 
honour their parents, that their days might be long in the land 
which the Lord their God had given them. He that desired 
life, and Joved many days, was exhorted to-keep his tongue 
from evil, and his lips from speaking guile.* If, by neglect or 
excess, any one come to what is called an untimely end, we are 
not to suppose either that God is disappointed, or the sinner ex- 
culpated, . 

Il. Our portion in this life is represented as coming under the 
divine appointment.t It is a cup, a lot, a heritage. David 
spake of bis portion as laid out for him by line. The lines, says 
he, are fallen to me in pleasant places: yea, Ihave a goodly heri- 
tage. The times before appointed are determined, and the 
bounds of our habitation are fixed. It is a satisfaction to an 
humble mind, that his t2mes and concerns are in God’s hand, 

_ and that he has the choosing of his inheritance.{ And yet, in 
all the concerns of life, we are exhorted to act with discretion, 
as much as if there were no Divine Providence. 

The purposes of God extend to the bitter part of our portion, 
as well as to the sweet. Tribulations are things to which we 
are said to be appotnted. Nor is it a mere general determina- 
tion: of all the ills that befell an afflicted Job, not one came un- 
ordained. Cutting and complicated as they were, he calmly 
acknowledged this; and it was a matter of relief under his 
trouble: He performeth the thing that is appointed for me ;,and 
many such things are with him. Nevertheless, there are things 
which have a tendency to fill up this cup with either happiness 
or misery ; and it is well known, that men are exhorted to pur- 
sue the one, and to avoid the other, the same as if there were 
no divine purpose whatever in the affair. 

God appointed to give Pharaoh and Sihon up to their own 
hearts’ lusts, which would certainly terminate in their de- 
struction ; and yet they ought each to have accepted of the. 
messages of peace which God sent to them by the hand of 


'* Exod. xx. 12. Psa. xxxiv. 12. 

+ P. calls this in question; (p. 47.) and seems to admit that, if this 
could be proved, it would prove the consistency of the divine purposes 
concerning men’s eternal state, with their obligations to use the means of 
salvation. 

{ Psa, xvi. 5,6, Actsxvii. 26. Psa. xxxi. 15. xlvii. 4. 
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Moses. But here, I am told, | have obviated my own reason- 
ing, by observing, elsewhere, that the ‘ predeterminations of 
God concerning those persons were founded on the foresight 
of their wicked conduct, of which their non-compliance with 
these messages of peace was no inconsiderable part.’ (p. 47.) 
By this it should seem, then, that P, admits the reality of di- 
vine decrees, and that the final state of every one is thereby 
determined of God ; only that it is upon the foresight of faith 
or unbelief. In that.case, he seems to admit of a consistency 
between the purposes of God to punish some of the human 
race, and their being universally invited to believe, and be 
saved. And yet, if so, I see not the propriety of some of his 
objections against the doctrine of decrees. The thing against 
which he, in some places, reasons, is not so much their un- 
conditionality, as the certainty of their issue. ‘“ All must be 
sensible,” says he, ‘‘that the divine decrees must stand.” — 
(p. 50.) Be itso: must they not stand, as much upon his own 
hypothesis, as upon ours? » 4 

As to the conditionality of the divine decrees, it is allowed, 
that, in whatever instances God has determined to punish 
any of the sons of men, either in this world, or in that to come, 
it is entirely upon the foresight of evil. It was so in all the 
punishments that befel Pharaoh and Sihon. But there was 
not only the exercise of punitive justice discovered in these 
instances, but, as well, a mixture of sovereignty. If the ques- 
tion be asked, Why did God punish these men? the answer 
is, On account of their sin. But if it be asked, Why did he 
punish them rather than others, in themselves equally wicked? 
the answer must be resolved into mere sovereignty. He that 
stopped a persecuting Saul in his vile career, could have 
turned the heart of a Pharaoh: but he is debtor to none; he 
hath said, he will have mercy on whom he will have mercy. 
The apostle Paul considered the destruction of Pharaoh as 
not merely an instance of justice, but likewise of sovereignty ; 
(Rom. ix. 10.) and concludes, fromshis example, therefore hath 
he mercy on whom he will have mercy, and whom he will, he 
hardeneth: which, | should suppose, can intend nothing less 
than leaving them to the hardness of their hearts. The 19th 
verse, which immediately follows, and contains the objections 
of that day, is so nearly akin to the objectionsiof P. (p. 50.) 
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that I wonder: he should not perceive it, ae learn Anstetienya 
by it. > 

Ifl. Events which imply the evil actions iar men come under 
the divine appointment. The visitations with which Job was 
afflicted, were of God’s sending. He himself knew this, and 
acknowledged it. And yet this did not hinder but that the 
Sabeans and Chaldeans acted as free agents in what they did, 
and that it was their duty to have done otherwise. Assyria 
was God’s rod:to Judah, and the staff in their hands was 
his indignation. And yet Assyria ought not so to have op- 
pressed Judah. Pride, covetousness, and cruelty, were their 
motives ; for all which, they were called to account, and pun- 
ished. Our Lord was delivered according to the determinate 
counsel and foreknowledge of God. His worst enemies did 
nothing to him but what his hand and his counsel determined 
before to be done. And yet this did not hinder but that with 
wicked hands they crucified and slew him; that the contrary 
of all this was their duty ; and that the invitations and expos- 
tulations of our Lord with them were founded in propriety 
and sincerity. God did not determine to give Judas a heart 
to forbear betraying his Master, when tempted by the lure of 
gain: on the contrary, he determined to give him up to his own 
heart’s lust. _The Son of man, in being betrayed, went as it 
was determined: and yet there was a woe due to, and denounced 
against, the horrid perpetrator, notwithstanding.* 

Exclamations may abound; but facts are stubborn things, 
It is likely we may be told, ‘If this be the case, we need not 
be uneasy about it; for it is as God would have it.’ “If God 
has ordained it, why should we oppose it?” (p.50.) But such 
a mode of objecting, as observed before, though of ancient, is 
not of very honourble extraction. If it be not identically the 
same which was made to the apostolic doctrine, it is certainly 
very nearly akin to it. I can discern no difference, except in 
words: Thou wilt say then, Why dost thou yet FIND FauLT ? 
For who hath resisted hig will? To which it was thought 
sufficient to reply, Nay, but O man, who art thou that repliest 
against God ? ' 

After all, surely, there is a wide difference between an efi- 


* Tob. 4, 21, Isa, x, 5—14. Acts ii, 23, iv. 28, Luke xxii, 22. 
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cient and a permissive determination in respect to the existence 
of moral evil. To assign the former to the Divine Being, is to 
make him the author of sin: but not so, the latter. That 
God does permit evil, is a fact that cannot be disputed: and, 
if we admit the perfection of his moral character, it must be 
allowed to be consistent with his righteousness, whether we 
can fully conceive of it, or not. But, if it be consistent with — 
the righteousness of God to permit evil, it cannot be otherwise 
to determine so to.do, unless it be wrong to determine to do what 
is right.* : 

* Were it not for the candour hic P. has discovered in other in- 
stances, and his solemn appeal to “the Searcher of hearts, that misrepre- 
sentation was not his aim,’’ I should almost think he must take plea- 
sure in representing my sentiments on the divine decrees in as shocking 
a light as he is able. What I should express In some such manner as 
this: * God commands men in general to believe in Christ, though he 
knows they are so obstinately wicked that they cannot find in their 
heart so to do; and he has determined not to do all that he is able, to 
remove their obstinacy’—he will express for me thus: “God com- 
mands all to believe in Christ; and yet knows that they are not, or ever 
were, and determines they never shail be able to do it.’’ (p. 49.) P. will 
allow, I suppose, that God has not determined to enable men, in the 
present state, perfectly to love him, with all their heart, soul, mind, 
and strength: and yet, if this were put into a positive form; if it were 
said, that God has determined that men, in the present state, shall not 
love him with all their hearts, but that ‘hey shall continue to break his 
law, it would wear a very different appearance. 

That there isa conformity between God’s revealed will and his de- 
crees, | admit. (p. 49.) There is no contradiction in these things, in 
themselves considered, however they may appear to short-sighted mor- 
tals. That there is, however, a real distinction between the secret and 
revealed will of God, is not very difficult to prove. The will of God is 
represented, in scripture, 1. As that which cAN NEVER BE FRUS- 
TRATED.—Who hath resisted his will ?—He is of one mind, and who can turn 
him 2 and what his soul desireth, even that he doeth.i—Being predestinated 
according to the purpose of him who worketh all things after the counsel 
of his own will.—My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure.— 
He doeth according to his will in the army of heaven, and among the im- 

| habitants of the earth.—Of a truth, Lord, against thy holy child Jesus— 
both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel, 
were gathered together, for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel de- 
termined before to be done;* 2, As that which MAY BE ERUSTRATED, or 


* Rom. ix. 19. Job, xxiii, 13.. Ephese i, tl. . Isa, xlvi- 10; Dan. iv. 35. 
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IV. Our Lord declared, concerning those who should blas- 
aieggpeent the Holy Spirit, that their sin should not be for- 


auobeval —That servant which knew his Late will and prepared noi 
himself, neither did according to his wiil, shall be beaten with many stripes. 
—He that doeth the will of God, the same is my brother and sister and 
mother.* The former belongeth unto God, being the rule of his own 
conduct, and to us is secret; the latter belongeth to ws, and to our children 
for ever; being the rule of our conduct, that we may do all the words of his 
law ; and this is fully revealed.t 

It was God's will, in some sense or other, to oie Job, at the devil’s 

request, to be deprived of his property by the Sabeans and Chaldeans : 
otherwise he would not have said to Satan as he did—All that he hath 
is in thy power, only upon himself put not forth thine hand. And yet the 
conduct of these plunderers was certainly contrary to his revealed will, 
and to every rule of reason and equity. Nevertheless, God was not 
under obligation to do all he could have done to restrain them. It was 
not, therefore, at all. inconsistent with his righteous disapprobation, that 
he willed to permit their abominations. Is was the will of God, that 
Joseph should go down into Egypt. God is said to have sent him. 
The'very thing which his brethren meant for evil,God meant for good. 
They fulfilled his secret will in what they did, though without design ; 
but-they certainly violated his revealed will in the most flagrant man- 
ner. 

If the commission of evil were the direct end, or ultimate object, of 
the secret will of God, that would certainly be in opposition to his re- 
vealed will; but this we do not suppose. If God wills to hinder sin 
in any given instance, it is not from any love he has to sin, but for 
some other end. A master sees his servant idling away his time. He 
secretes himself, and suffers the idler to go on without disturbance. At 
length he appears, and accosts him in the language of rebuke. The 
servant, at a loss for a better answer, replies, ‘‘How is this? I find you 
have been looking on for,hours. Jt was your secret will, therefore to 
let me alone, and suffer me to idle away your time; and yet [ am re- 
proved for disobeying your will! Itseems you have two wills, and these 
opposite to each other. ‘* How can I obey your commands unless I knew 
you would have me to obey them?” I[dleness, it seems, was agreeable 
{o you, or you would not have stood by so long, and suffered me to go 
on in it, undisturbed. Why do you yet find fault 2 who hath resisted. 
your will. ; 

Would any one admit of such a reply? And yet, for aught I see, it 
is as good as that for which my opponent pleads. In this case, it is 
easy to see, that the master does not will to permit this servant’s idle- 


“Tuke xii. 4% Mark iii. 35: t Deut. xxix. 29. 
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given, neither in this wocid nor in that to come. And there is 
no doubt, I think, but that some of the Jews were guilty of 
this sin, if not before, yet after the pouring out of the Spirit on 
the day of Pentecost. Their destruction, then, was inevitable. 
And yet the apostles were commissioned to preach the gospel 
to every creature, without distinction ; and Christ’s promise, 
Him that cometh tome I will in nowise cast out, continued of 
universal force. The primitive ministers made no scruple to 

- call men to repent and believe, wherever they came. It is 
true, they seem to have been forbidden to pray for the forgive- 
ness of the sin itself, (1 John vy. 16.) for that would have been 
praying in direct contradiction to God’s revealed will; but, as 
they knew not the hearts of men, nor who had, nor who had 
not, committed that sin, they were _hever forbidden, that I know 
of, to pray for men’s souls, without distinction. They certain: 
ly did so pray, and addressed their auditors as if no such sin 
had existed in the world.* P. will allow, thatthe exhorta- 
tions and invitations of the gospel were addressed to men inde- 
finitely ; and, ifso, I should think they must have been address- 
ed to some men, whom, at the same time, it was not the inten- 
tion of Christ to save. 

V. God has not determined to give men sufficient grace, in 
the present state, to love him with all their heart, soul, mind, 
‘and strength, and their neighbour as themselves ; or, in other 
words, to keep his law perfectly. He has not made provision 
for it by the death of his Son. I suppose this may be taken 
for granted. If, then, a gracious provision is to be made the 
ground and rule of obligation, it must follow, that all com- 
mands and exhortations to perfect holiness in the present state, 
are utterly unreasonable. What meaning can there be, upon 
this supposition, in such scriptures as the following? _O thai 
there were such a heart in them, that they would love me, 


uess for idleness” sake, but for another end. Nor does the servant do wrong, 
as influenced by his master’s will, but by his own; and, therefore, his ob- 
jections are altogether unreasonable and wicked. These things hast thou 
done, said God to the objectors, and J kept silence : and thou thoughtest I 
‘ was altogether such a one as thyself; but I will reprove thee, and set them in 
order before thine eyes ! 
* Acts xxvi. 29. Col. 1, 28. 
Vou. I. 
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and fear me, , and Teep ALL my commandments always ! And 
now, Israel, what doth the Lord thy God require of thee, but to 
fear the Lord thy God, to walk in atu his ways, and to love 
him, and to serve the Lord thy God with aru thy heart, and 
with thy soul 2—Be ye therefore PERFECT, even as your 
Father which is in heaven is perfect.* If God’s law continues 
to be an “ invariable re of human conduct, and ‘infallible 
test of right and wrong,” as P. says it does, then either there is 
a gracious provision made for perfection in the present state, 
or God requires and exhorts men to that for which no such BEG: 
vision is made. 

VI. If I am not rhisiakorinees -P. allows of the certain perse- 
verance of all true believers. He allows, I suppose, that God 
has determined their perseverance, and has made gracious 
and effectual provision for it. He will not say so of hypo- 
crites. God has not determined that they shall Continue in 
his word, hold out to the end, and finish their course with joy. 
Nevertheless, the scriptures address all professors alike, with 
cautions and warnings, promises and threatenings ; as if 
there were no decree, nor any certainty in the matter, about 
one or the other. Holy brethren, partakers of the heavenly 
calling, on the one hand are exhorted to fear, lest a promise 
being left them of entering into rest, any of them should 
seem to come short of it, and are warned, from the example 
of the unbelieving Israelites, to labour to enter into rest, lest 
any man fall after the same example of unbelief. The disci- 
ples of Christ were charged, upon pain of eternal damnation, 
of their right hand or right eye caused them to offend, to cut it 
off, or pluck ct out. Whatever some may think of it, there 
would be no contradiction in saying to the best Christian in the 
world, ‘If you deny Christ, he will deny you!’t Such as 
proved to be mere professors, on the other hand, were address- 
ed by Christ in this manner ; if ye conTinuE in my word, 
then shall ye be my disciples indeed ;t and, when any such turn- 
ed back, and walked no more with him, though no such provi- 
sion was made for their perseverance as is made for true be- 


* Deut. v. 29. x. 12. Matt. v. 48. 
t Heb. ili. 1. iv. 1.11. Matt. xviii. 8, 9,x. 33. 2 Tim. ii. 12. 
t John viii, 31. 
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lievers, yet their falling away was always’ "considered as their sin. 
«Judas, and Demas, and many others, fell under the divine dis- 
pleasure for their apostasy. 

I confess, these things may look like contradictions, They 
are, doubtless, profound subjects ; ; and, perhaps, as some have 
expressed it, we shall never be fully able, in the present state, 
to explain the dink that unites the appointments of God with the 
free actions of men: but such a link there is : the fact is reveal- 
ed abundantly in scripture ; and it does not distress me, if, in 
this matter, I have, all my life, to walk by faith, and not by 
sight. ¢ 

From the above cases I conclude, that, however difficult it 
may appear to us, it is proper for God to exhort and invite men 
to duties with which he has not determined to give them a moral 
ability, or a heart, to comply ; and for which compliance he has 
made no effectual provision by the death of his Son : and, if it is 
so in these cases, I further conclude, it may be so in the case in 
hand. 

T’'wo remarks shall conclude this part of the subject : 

1. Whether P. will allow of some of the foregoing grounds, as 
proper data, may be doubted. J could have been glad to 
have reasoned with him wholly upon his own principles ; but, 
where that cannot be, it is right and just to make the word of 
God our ground. Ifhe can overthrow the doctrine supposed 
to be maintained in these scriptures, itis allowed, that, in so 
doing, he will overthrow that which is built upon them ; but 
not otherwise. In the last two arguments, however, I have the 
happiness to reason from principles which I suppose P. will 
allow. 

2. Whether the foregoing reasoning will convince P. and 
those of his principles, or not, it may have some weight with con- 
siderate Calvinists. They must ezther give up the doctrine of 
predetermination, ov, on this account, deny that men are obliged 
to act differently from what they do ; that Pharaoh and Sibon, 
for instance, were obliged to comply with the messages of peace 
which were sent them ; or else, if they will maintain both these, 
they must allow them to be consistent with each other; and, if 
divine decrees and free agency are consistent in some instances, 
it becomes them to give some solid reason why they should not 
be so in others. 
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§ 4. aa ce . 

a am not insensible that the cause 1 have been pleading is 
such as may. grate with the feelings of some of my readers. — tl 
may seem as if | were disputing with Puinanrnropy itself. To 
such ¥ eaders I would recommend a few additional considera- 
tions am ai : ; 

I. The same objection soni lie against me, if I had been 
opposing the notion of universal salvation; and yet it would 
not follow from thence, that J must be in the wrong. The feel- 
ings of guilty creatures, in matters wherein they themselves 
are so deeply interested, are but poor criterions of truth and 
error ae 

II. There is no difference between us respecting the num- 
ber or character of those that shall be finally saved. We agree, 
that whoever returns to God by Jesus Christ shall certainly 
be saved ; that in every nation they that fear God, and work 
righteousness, are accepted. What difference there is re- 

“spects the efficacy of Christ’s death, and the causes of salva- 
tion. 

III. Even in point of provision, I see not Neheveill the scheme, 
of P. has the advantage of that which he opposes. The pro- 
vision made by the death of Christ is of two kinds: 1. A pro- 
vision of pardon and acceptance for all believers; 2. A provi- 
sion of grace to enable a sinner to believe. The first affords a 
motive for returning to God in Christ’s name: the last excites 
to a compliance with that motive. Now, in which of these 
has the scheme of P. any advantage of that which he opposes ? 
Not in the first : we suppose the provisions of Christ’s death al- 
together sufficient for the fulfilment of his promises, be they as 
extensive as they may ; that full and free pardon is provided 
for all that believe in him ; and that, ifall the inhabitants of the 
globe could be persuaded to return to God in Christ’s name, 
they would undoubtedly be accepted of him. Does the scheme 
of P. propose any more ? No : it pretends to no such thing as 
a provision for unbelievers being forgiven and accepted. Thus 
far, at least, therefore, we stand upon equal ground. 

But has not P. the advantage in the last particular ? does 
not his scheme boast of a universal provision of grace, suffi- 
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cient to enable every man to comply with the gospel ? Yes, it 
does ; but what it amounts to is difficult to say. Does it ef- 
fectually produce, in mankind in general, any thing of a right 
spirit 5 any thing of a true desire to come to Christ for the 
salvation of their souls ? No such thing, that I know of, is 
pretended. At most, it only amounts to this, that God is 
ready to help them out of their condition, if they will but 
ask him; and to give them every assistance in the good work, 
if they will but be in earnest, and set about it. Well: if this 
is the whole of which P. can boast, [ see nothing superior in 
this either, to the sentiment he opposes. We consider the 
least degree of a right spirit as plentifully encouraged in the 
word of God. If a person do but truly desire to come to 
Christ, or desire the influence of the Holy Spirit to that end, 
we doubt not but grace is provided for his assistance. God 
will surely give his Holy Spirit to them that ask him.* Where, 
then, is the superiority of his system? It makes no effectual 
provision for begetting a right disposition in those who are so 
utterly destitute of it that they will not seek after it. It only 
encourages the well disposed ; and, as to these, if their well- 
disposedness is real, there is’ no want of encouragement for 
them in the system he opposes. 
_ 4, Whether the scheme of P. has any advantage of that 
which he opposes, in one respect, or not, it certainly has a 
disadvantage in another. By it, the redemption.and salvation 
of the whole human race is left to uncertainty ; to such uncer- 
tainty, as to depend upon the fickle, capricious, and perverse 
will of man. It supposes no effectual provision made for 
Christ to see of the travail of his soul, in the salvation of sin- 
ners. P.has a very great objection to a sinner’s coming to 
Christ, with a peradventure ; (p. 33. ;) but it seems he has no 
objection to his Lord and Saviour coming into the world, and 
laying down his \ife with no better security. Notwithstand- 
ing any provision made by his scheme, the Head of the church 
might have been without a single member, the ‘King of Zion 
without a subject, and the Shepherd of Israel without any 
to constitute a flock. Satan might have triumphed for ever, 
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and the many mansions in glory have remained eternally unoc- 
cupied by the children of men !* 

5. Do we maintain that Christ in his death designed the 
salvation of those, and only those, who are finally saved? the 
same follows from our opponents’ principles. They will 
admit that Christ had a certain foreknowledge of all those who 
would, and who would not, believe in him: but did ever an 
intelligent being design that which he knew would never ccme 
to pass ? 

6. The scheme of P., though it professedly maintains that 
Christ died to atone for the sins of all mankind, yet in reali- 
ty amounts to no such thing. The sin of mankind may be 
distinguished into two kinds: that which is committed simply 
against God as a lawgiver, antecedently to all considerations 
of the gift of Ghrist, andthe grace of the gospel; and that 
which is committed more immediately against the gospel, 
despising the riches of God’s goodness, and rejecting his way 
of salvation. Now, does P. maintain that Christ made atone- 
ment for both these? I believe not: on the contrary, his 
scheme supposes that he atoned for neither: not for the jirst ; 
for he abundantly insists that there could be nothing of the 
nature of blameworthiness in this, and consequently nothing 
to require an atonement—not for the last; for if so, atone- 
ment must be made for impenitency and unbelief; and in 


* P. observes, on Heb. ii. 9. that ‘it is undoubtedly a greater instance 
of the grace of God that Jesus Christ should die for all, than only for 
a part of mankind ;” and this he thinks “an argument of no little force 
m favour of his sense of the passage.’’ (p. 80.) It is true, if Christ had 
made effectual provision for the salvation of all, it would have beena 
greater display of grace than making such a provision for only a part;* 
but God has other perfections to display, as well as his grace; and the 
reader will perceive, by what has been said, that to make provision for 
all, in the sense in which P. contends for it, is so far from magnifying 
the grace of God, that it enervates, if not annihilates it. Where is the 
grace of taking mankind from a condition in which they would have been 
for ever blameless, and putting them into a situation in which, at best, their 
happiness was uncertain, their guilt certain, and their everlasting ruin very 
probable? R. 


% Yet would grace have appeared so evident, if no one of our race had suffered the pe- 
nalty of the law’ Would every surmise haye been precluded. that its infliction would 
have been too great astretch of severity? Would it have been equally clear, that ei- 
ther the remoyal of guilt, orthat the conquest of depravity, was solely of grace? R. 
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that case, surely these evils would not prove the ruin of the 
subject. — 

7. Ifthe doctrine of the total depravity of human nature be 
admitted, (and it is so, professedly,) the scheme of P. would 
be utterly inadequate for the salvation of one soul. Supposing 
Christ to have died for all the world, in his sense of the 
phrase, yet, if all the world are so averse from Christ that 
they will not come unto him that they may have life, still they 
_ are never the nearer. It is tono purpose to say, There is 
grace provided for them, if they will but ask it: for the ques- 
tion returns, Will a mind, utterly averse from coming to 
Christ for life, sincerely desire grace to come to him? Nor is 
it of any use to suggest that the gospel has a tendency to beget 
such a desire: for, be it so, it is supposed there is no certainty 
of its producing such an effect. Its success depends entirely 
upon the will of man in being pliable enough to be persuaded 
by it: but, if man is totally depraved, there can be no such pli- 
ability in him. Unless the gospel could exhibit a condition 
that should fall in with men’s evil propensities, the aversion of 
their hearts would for ever forbid their compliance. Such a 
scheme, therefore, instead of being more extensive than ours, 
is of no real extent at all. Those good men who profess it are 
not saved according to it; and this, in their near addresses to 
God, they as good as acknowledge. Whatever they say at 
other times, they dare not then ascribe to themselves the 
glory of their being among the number of believers, rather than 
others. 

If the supposed universal extent of Christ’s death had a uni- 
versal efficacy, it would be worth the while of A LoveR oF 
ALL MANKIND to contend for it; but if it proposes finally to 
save not one soul more than the scheme which it opposes ; if 
it has no real advantage in point of provision, in one respect, 
and a manifest disadvantage in another; if it enervates the 
doctrine of the atonement ; confessedly leaves the salvation of 
those who are saved to an uncertainty, and by implication 
renders it tmpossible ; then, to what does it all amount? If 
P. Holds that Christ died for all, it is neither so as to redeem 
all, nor so much as to procure them the offer of redemption ; 
since millions and millions for whom Cbrist suffered, upon 
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his principles have died, notwithstanding, in heathen dark- 
ness.* 


* Tt seems to mea poor and inconsistent answer, which is. common- 
ly given by our opponents upon-this subject. They affirm that Christ 
died with a view to the salvation of the whole humen race, how wicked 
soever they have been; and yet they suppose that God, for the sin of some 
nations, withholds the gospel jromthem. ‘ihe giving of Christ to die for 
us, is surely a greater thing than sending the gospel to us. One should 
think, therefore, if, notwithstanding men’s wickedness, God could find it in 
his heart to do the greater, he wouid not, by the self-same wickedness, be 
provoked to withhold the lesser. Besides, on some occasions our opponents 
speak of the gospel as a system adapted to the condition of sinners, yea, to 
the chief of sinners ; and if so, why not to those nations who are the chief 
ofsinners? P. observes very justly, however inconsistent with some other 
things which he elsewhere advances, that the gospel takes men’s falien, pol- 
luted, and depraved state for granted, and is properly adapted to remove 
it. (p. 23.) How is it, then, that that which renders them proper objects 
of gospel invitations, should be the the very reason assigned for those invi- 
tations being withheld ? 

Whether there may not be a mixture of punitive justice in God’s with- 
holding the gospel from some nations, I shall not dispute. At the same 
time, supposing that to be the case, it may be safely affirmed, that the same 
punishment might with equal justice have been inflicted upon other nations 
who have all along enjoyed it; and that it is not owing. to their having 
been better than others, that they have been so favoured. One might ask 
of Jerusalem and Corinth, Chorazin and Bethsaida, Were they less infa- 
mous than other cities? rather, were they not the reverse? And may we 
not all, who enjoy the gospel, when we compare ourselves with even hea- 
then nations, adopt the languge of the apostle, Are we better than they 2 no, 
an nowise. 

If it be said, The providence of»God isa great deep; and we cannot, 
from thence, draw any conclusions respecting his designs; | answer, by 
granting that, indeed, the providence of God isa great deep; and if our 
opponents will never acknowledge a secret and revealed will in God in 
any thing else, one should think they must here; seeing Christ’s reveal- 
ed will is Go, preach the gospel to every creature, without distiuction ; 
and yet, by their own. confession, it is his secret purpose to withhold it 
from some, even whole nations. As to drawing conclusions from hence 
concerning God’s designs, | should think it no arrogance so to do, pro- 
vided we do not pretend to judge from thence concerning events which are 
future. We are warranted to consider God’s providences as so many 
expressions of what have’ been his designs. He worketh all, things after 
the counsel of his own will. \t is true, we cannot thence learn his revea)- 
ed sill, nor what is the path of duty; nor are we to go by that in our 
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P.. thinks success to be a proof of the goodness of a doc- 
trine. (pp. 4, 5.) I think it is a matter deserving cogsiderable 
attention ; but cannot consider it as decisive : especially as cer- 
tain questions might be asked concerning it, which it would 
be difficult to answer ; as, What is real success? and, What 
was it, in the ministry of a preacher, which. was blessed to that 
end? If, however, that is to be a criterion of principles, 
then we might expect, if the scheme of P. be true, that, in 

_ proportion as the doctrines maintained by Calvin and the first 
Reformers began to be laid aside, and those of Arminius in- 
troduced in their stead, a proportionable blessing should have 
attended them, Surely he cannot complain, that the univer- 
sal extent of Christ’s death, with various other kindred senti- 
ments, are not generally embraced. The number of advo- 
cates for these sentiments has certainly been long increasing. 
{f therefore, these are gospel truths, the Christian world, in 
general, may be congratulated for having imbibed them ; and, 
one should think, a glorious harvest might be expected as the 
effect. But, I suppose, were we to be set down by fact, as it 
has occurred in our own country, both in and out of the Es- 
tablishment, it would be far from confirming this representa- 
tion. I question if P, himself will affirm, that a greater bless- 
ing has attended the ministry in the Church of England since 
little else but these sentiments have sounded from its pulpits, 
than used to attend, and still attends the labours of those whom 
he is pleased tostyle “ Inconsistent Canrvinsts.” As to Pro- 


preaching, but by Chirist’s commission. It were well, if Christian min- 
isters could be excited and encouraged to enter into the most heathen 
and dark corners of the earth to execute their commission. They ought 
not to stand to inquire what are God’s designs concerning them: their 
work is to go and do as they are commanded. But, though the providence 
of God is not that from whence we are to learn his revealed will, yet, 
when we see events turn up, we may’ conclude, that, for some ends, known 
to himself, these were among the all things which he worketh after the coun- 
sel of his own will. 

Far be it from me to pretend to fathom the - reat deep of Divine Pro- 
vidence! But whenI read in my Bible, that as many as were ordained to 
elernal life believed ; and that the apostle Paul was encouraged to con- 
tinue his ministry in one of the most infamous cities in the world, by 
this testimony, have much people in this city; 1 cannot but think suck 
passages throw a light upon those darker dispensations. 
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testant Dissenters ; if such of them as maintain the universal 
extent of Christ’s death, have been, more than others, blessed 
to the conversion of sinners, and if their congregations, upon 
the whole, have more of the life and power of godliness among 
them than others, it is happy for them; but, if so it is, I ac- 
knowledge it is news to me. J never knew nor heard of any 
thing sufficient to warrant a supposition of that nature. 

P. thinks my ‘views of things, after all, open a wide door 
to licentiousness ; (p. 60.) but that, if we were to admit what 
he accounts opposite sentiments, it would be the most likely 
way to put a stop to real and practical Antinomianism.” (p. 51.) 
I reply, as before, Surely he cannot complain that the univer- 
sal extent of Christ’s death, with other kindred sentiments, 
are generally embraced; and will he pretend to say, that 
real and practical Antinomianism has been thereby rooted up ? 
Since the body of the Church of England have embraced those 
principles, have they been better friends to the law of God 
than before ? and has a life and holy conversation been gradu- 
ally increasing among them, as the old Calvinistic doctrines have 
fallen into disrepute ? Further: do the body of those Protes- 
tant Dissenters who reject what are commonly called the Calvin- 
istic doctrines, discover more regard to holiness of life than the 
body of those who embracethem ? God forbid that we should 
any of us boast; by the grace of God we are what we are ; 
and we have all defects enow to cover our faces with shame 
and confusion? But, without invidious reflections, without 
impeaching the character of any man, or body of men, I am 
inclined to think, that, if such a comparison were made, it 
would fail of proving the point which P. proposes. It is a 
well-known fact, that many who deny the law of God to be «a 
rale of life, do, at the same time, maintain the universal exten: 
of Christ’s death. 

‘* P. seems to have written with the benevolent design of bring- 
ing me and others over to his sentiments ; and I thank him for 
his friendly intention. Could Isee evidence on his side, I hope 
I should embrace his invitation. But itis a presumptive argu- 
ment, with me, that his views of things must be, some how or 
other, very distant from the truth, or they could not abound 
with such manifest inconsistencies. A scheme that requires 
ns to maintain that we are saved wholly by grace, and yet, so far 
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as we differ from others, it is not the Spirit of God, but we 
ourselves that cause the difference ; that to be born in sin is 
the same thing as to be born blameless, or, in other words, free 
from it; that, if vice isso predominant that there is no virtue 
to oppose it, or not virtue sufficient to overcome it, then it 
ceases to be vice any longer; that God is obliged to give us 
grace, (or, in other words, we may demand that of him to 
which we can lay no claim,) or else insist upon it, that we are 
-not accountable beings ; that Godso loved mankind as to give 
his Son to die—not, however, to save them from sin—but to 
deliver them from a blameless condition, put them into a ca- 
pacity of being blameworthy, and thus expose them to the 
danger of everlasting destruction;—-a scheme, | say, that re- 
quires us to maintain such inconsistencies as these, must be, 
some how or other, fundamentally wrong. What others may 
think, I cannot tell; but, for my part, I must, withhold my as- 
sent, till more snbstantial and consistent evidence is produced. 

If L have not taken notice of every particular argument and 
text of scripture advanced by P..I hope | shall: be allowed 
to have selected such as were of the greatest force, and by 
which the main pillars of his system are supported. 

if I have, in any instance, mistaken his meaning, I hope he 
will excuse it. I can say, I have taken pains to understand 
him. But, whether I have always ascertained his meaning, or 
not; and whether the consequences which I have pointed out 
as arising from his sentiments, be just, or not; T can unite 
with him in appealing to ‘ the Searcher of hearts, that misre- 
presentation has not, in any one instance, been my aim.” 

As I did not engage in controversy from any love I had to 
the thing itself, so 1 have no mind to continue in it any further 
than some good end may be answered by it. Whether whai 
I have written already tends to that end, it becomes not me to 
decide ; but, supposing it does, there is a point in all contro- 
versies, beyond which they are unprofitable and tedious. 
When we have stated the body of an argument, and attempted 
an answer to the main objections, the most profitabie part of 
the work is done. Whatever is attempted afterwards must 
either consist of little personalities, with which the reader has 
no concern ; or, at best, it will respect the minutiz of things, 
in which case it seldom has a tendency to edification. To this 
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I may add, though 1 see no reason, at present, to repent of 
having engaged in this controversy, and, were it to do again, 
should probably do the same: yet it never was my intention 
to engage in a controversy for life. Every person employed 
in the ministry of the gospel,bas other things, of equal im- 
portance, upon his hands. If, therefore, any or all of my op- 
ponents should think proper to write again, the press is open ; 
but, unless something very extraordinary should appear, they 
must not conclude that I esteem their performances unan- 
swerable, though I should read them without making any fur- 
ther reply. The last word is no object with me: the main ar- 
guments, on all sides of the controversy, I suppose are before 
the public ; let them judge of their weight and importance. 

A reflection or two shall conclude the whole. However 
firmly any of the parties engaged in this controversy may be 
persuaded of the goodness of his cause, let us all beware of 
idohzing a sentiment. This isa temptation to which controver- 
sialists are particularly liable. There is alovely proportion in 
divine truth: if one part of it be insisted on to the neglect of 
another, the beauty of the whole is defaced ; and the ill effects 
of sucha partial distribution will be visible in the spirit, if not 
in the conduct, of those who admire it. 

Further: Whatever difficulties there may be in finding out 
truth, and whatever mistakes may attend any of us in this con- 
troversy, (as it is very probable we are each mistaken in some 
things,) yet let us ever remember, truth itself is of the great- 
est importance. It is very common for persons, when they 
find a subject much disputed, especially if it is by those whom 
they account good men, immediately to conclude, that it must 
be a subject of but little consequence, a mere matter of specu- 
lation. Upon such persons religious controversies have a 
very ill effect: for, finding a difficulty attending the coming 
at the truth, and, at the same time, a disposition to neglect it, 
and to pursue other things; they readily avail themselves of 
what appears to them, a plausible excuse, lay aside the in- 
quiry, and sit down and indulge a spirit of skepticism. True 
it is, that such variety of opinions ought to make us very dif 
fident of ourselves, and teach us to exercise a Christian for- 
hearance towards those who differ from us. It should teach 
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us to know and feel what an inspired apostle acknowledged, 
that here we see but in part, and are at best but in a state of child- 
hood. But if all diputed subjects are to be reckoned matters of 
mere speculation, we shall have nothing of any real use left in 
religion. Nor shall we stop here: if the same method of judg- 
ing of the importance of things were adopted respecting the va- 
rious opinions in useful science, the world would presently be 
in a state of stagnation. What a variety of opinions are there, 
for instance, concerning the best modes of agriculture; but if 
any person were to imagine from hence, that agriculture itself 
must be a matter of no importance, and that all those articles 
therein, which have come under dispute, must be matters of 
mere idle speculation, what a great mistake would he be under ! 
And if a great number were to imbibe the same spirit, and, see- 
ing there were so many opinions, resolve to pay no attention to 
any of them, and to live in the total neglect of all business, how 
absurd must such a conduct appear, and how pernicious must 
be the consequences! But a neglect of all divine truth, on ac- 
count of the variety of opinions concerning it, is fully as absurd, 
and infinitely more pernicious. As much as the concerns of our 
bodies are exceeded by those of our souls, or time by eternity ; 
so much is the most useful human science exceeded in impor- 
tance by those truths which are sacred and divine. 

Finally : Let us take all heed that our attachments to divine 
ruth itself be on account of its being divine. We are ever in 
extremes ; and whilst one, ina time of controversy, throws off 
“all regard to religious sentiment in the gross, reckoning the 
whole a matter of speculation ; another becomes excessively af- 
fected to his own opinions, whether right or wrong, without 
bringing them to the great criterion, the word of God. Happy 
will it be for us all, if truth be the sole object of our inquiries, 
and if our attachment to divine truth itself be, not on account of 
its being what we have once engaged to defend, but what God 
hath revealed. This only will endure reflection in a dying 
hour, and be approved when the time of disputing shall have an 
end with men, 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


‘ag reader of the controversy between Mr. Fuller and Mr. 
Dan Taylor will recollect, that, at the close of this controversy, 
a pamphlet appeared, consisting of Letters addressed to Mr. 
Fuller, and bearing the signature of AcNnostos. As these Let- 
ters now make their appearance among Mr. Fuller’s writings, 
it will be proper to state, for the information of readers in gen- 
eral, that, with the exception of one or two pages, they were 
written by Mr. Fuller himself. His reason for concealing his 
name, in this publication, may be stated in a few words. The 
controversy had already been extended to a considerable length. 
Mr. Fuller, while unwilling that it should terminate without bis 
making some additional remarks, conceived that these remarks, 
if appearing to proceed from the pen ofa third person, would be 
less likely to prolong the discussion, and would be read with 
greater interest by the public, who he conceived, already began 
to be wearied by its prolixity. As this reason for concealment 
no longer exists, the Editor has inserted these observations in the 
body of Mr. Fuller’s Works, and has cast them into the shape 
of Letters written by Mr. Fuller, instead of Letters addressed to 
him, by changing the second person, wherever it was necessary, 
into the first. This, with a few other trifling changes and omis- 
sions, unavoidably arising from the form which the Letters now 
assume, constitutes the whole of the alterations which have been 
made in them. The Letters were deemed too important to be 
left out of this edition of Mr. Fuller’s Works, but could not. 
with propriety, appear in their original form, 
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THE REALITY AND EFFICACY OF 
DIVINE GRACE, 
&c. 


LETTER 1. 


My DEAR FRIEND, 

I nave lately been engaged in a religious controversy, in 
which my original design was directed against what I considered 
as an abuse of the doctrines of discriminating grace ; but, in ex- 
ecuting this design, I have sustained an attack from an opposite 
quarter. At this Tam not much surprised; as the principles 
which I maintain are equally repugnant to Arminianism as to 
Pseudo-Calvinism. 

Having carefully attended to this controversy in all its parts, 
I must confess myself still of opinion, that, in the main I have 
engaged on the side of truth; and that the arguments which | 
have advanced have not yet been solidly answered. 

Mr. Dan Taylor, who, under the signature of Philanthropos, 
animadverted on my first publication, and to whose animadver- 
sions I have written a Reply, has taken up his pen again. In 
addition to his first Nine Letters, he has written Thirteen more 
upon the subject; yet it appears, to me, that he has not an- 
swered my main arguments, but, in fact, has, in various cases, 
sufficiently refuted himself. 

Mr. T. appears to have been hurt by what I said concerning 
his want of reverence, and the resemblance of his objection to 
that made against the apostle, in Romans ix. He submits it 
“tothe judgment of those who are accustomed to think de- 
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jiberately, how far any part of this was just; whether I did 
not arrogate a great deal more to myself than I ought to have 
done ; whether I ought not, prior to these charges, to have 
proved myself possessed of apostolical authority, powers, and 
infallibility, and to have proved, by apostolical methods, that 
the particular sentiments against which he there objected, 
came from heaven.” (XIII. 135.) Now, I hope not to be 
deemed arrogant, if 1 profess to have thought at least with 
some degree of ‘‘ deliberation” upon the subject; and I de- 
clare I cannot see the propriety of any thing Mr. T. here al- 
leges. I did not compare him to those who blasphemously op- 
posed the apostle’s doctrine : the comparison respected barely 
his mode of reasoning, and not his person or character. 
Nor does what I have alleged require that I should prove 
myself possessed of apostolical infallibility. The whole of 
what is said amounts to no more than this, that the re-_ 
semblance of his objection (IX. 50.) to'that made by the ad- 
versaries of the apostle, in Romans ix. 19. ought to make him 
suspect, whether the sentiments he maintains are not too near 
akin to theirs ; and whether the sentiments he opposes are not 
of the same stamp with those of the apostle : otherwise, how 
is it that they should be liable to have the same objections 
made against them ? * 

As to what I said concerning reverence, 1 observe that, in 
one place, (XIII. 6.) he thanks me for it, and hopes he ‘ shall 
profit by it;” but, presently after, talks of pardoning me, and, 
before he has done, charges it to a want of candour or jus- 
tice ; (XIE. 135.) and, all through his piece, frequently glances 
at it in a manner that shows him to have been quite dis- 
pleased. Now, what can any one make of all this, put to- 
gether ? There was either occasion for what I wrote, or there 
was not. If there was, why talk of pardoning me? and why 
charge me with a want of candour or justice? If there was not, 
and Mr. T. thinks so, why does he thank me for it? How are we 
to reconcile these things? Does the one express the state of 


* It is a good mode of reasoning, to argue from the similarity of the op- 
position made to any doctrine in the days of the apostles, with that which is 
made to any doctrine in the present day. Mr. Caleb Evans has thus, I 
think, solidly and excellently defended the doctrine of the atonement, in 
four Sermons on 1 Cor. ii. 23, 24, 
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mind Mr. 'T. would be thought to possess, and the other what 
he actually feels? or did he set out in a mild and amiable spirit, 
but, before he had done, lose his temper, and not know how to 
conceal it ? é 

I would not wish, however, to spend much time in pointing 
out the defects of my opponent’s temper. We all, particu- 
larly when engaged in controversy, need to take good heed to 
our spirits. And, perhaps, few can be long employed in 
_ 80 difficult an affair, without affording their antagonist an oppor- 
tunity to say, Ye know not what manner of spirit ye are of. lf 
this does not provoke retaliation, it may be of use to the person 
reproved, but it is of very little consequence to the public, 
especially after the first dispute is over. Let us waive this 
subject in future, and pass on to such things as are of more gen- 
eral importance.’ 5 

I do not intend minutely to particularize every article of 
debate between myself and Mr. T., though, if I were, I am 
persuaded the far greater part of shis observations might be 
proved to be destitute of propriety. I would only notice, in 
this Letter, one or two, which seem to fall under the class of 
general remarks, and then proceed to. the consideration of the 
main subjects wherein we differ. 

It is a matter of “ wonder” to Mr. T. that I should be “ un- 
able to pronounce to what degree, or extent, a poor sinner 
must believe the truth of the gospel, in order to be happy; or 
to what degree of holiness a man must arrive, in order to see 
the Lord.” (XIII. 7.) It should seem, then, to be no diffi- 
culty with Aim. Well: how does he solve it? why, by ac- 
knowledging, THAT IT IS NOT ANY DEGREE OF FAITH IN THE 
GOSPEL WHICH IS NECESSARY TO SALVATION ; NOR ANY DE- 
GREE OF HOLINESS ANY MORE THAN FAITH; but THE REAL- 
try of it, without which no man shall see the Lord!!! Mr. 
T. has a mind, surely, to make other people wonder, as well 
as himself! 

Again: I was thronged with opponents. I did not, there- 
fore, think it necessary to make a formal reply to every sin- 
gle argument; such a plan must have swelled the publication 
to an enormous size: I, therefore, only selected the main sub- 
' jects in debate, and attempted a fair discussion of them, with 
the arguments adduced in support of them. Mr. T. seems to 
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complain. of this my systematical way of treating the subject, 
as he calls it; (XIII. 8.) and sometimes singles out a particu- 
jar argument of his, of which I have taken no notice, and in- 
sinuates as if it was because I felt it unanswerable. (XIII. 14.) 
But is it not wonderful that he should complain of me, and, at 
the same time, be guilty of the same thing himself? He has 
omitted making any reply to nearly as much in mine, as I 
have in bis; and to things also of considerable force. My 
reasonings in pp. 32—34.* he has entirely passed over ; as al- 
so my argument on the non-publication of the gospel, pp. 105— 
107. Note.t If Mr. T. looked upon me as obliged to answer 
every particular argument, notwithstanding the number of my 
opponents, what can be said for his own omissions, who had 
only one to oppose ? 

In my next, I will begin to attend to the main subjects on 
which we differ ; viz. the work of the Spirit—the excusableness 
of sinners, on the non-provision of grace—the extent of the moral — 
law—and the design of Ckrist’s death. 

At present, I remain, 
‘ Yours, &c. 
AGNOSTOS. 


LETTER II. 


DEAR SIR, 


I woup now proceed to the jirst of the four main sub- 
jects in debate between myself and Mr. Taylor—rue work or 
rHE Spirit. There has been pretty much said between us 
on the order of regeneration and faith, and the instrument- 
ality of the word in regeneration. I did not wish to contest that 
matter, be it which way it might, provided the agency of the 
Holy Spirit was but acknowledged. Mr. T. however, choose& 


* Pages 268—268 of this volume. 
+ Pages 328, 829 of this volume. 
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to dwell upon this si eet vee it seems rather extraordinary, 
that, in all his replies, he bas taken no notice of. what I ad: 
vanced in pp. 7, 8.* 

Mr. T. seems to think that re generation includes the whole 
change that is brought about upon a person in order to his be- 
ing denominated a tru» Christian ; and not merely the first 
beginning of it. (XHI.11.) I think, in this | may agree with 
him, so far at least as to allow. that the term is to be under- 

: stood in such alarge sense in some places in the New Tes- 
tament ; and, if that is the case, 1 feel no difficulty in concur- 
ring with him, that regeneration is by the word of truth. But 
this perhaps, may not satisfy my opponent, after all. He de- 
nies that men are enlightened previously to their believing the 
gospel; (XIIi. 12.) and yet one would think a person must 
understand any thing before he, believes it ; and, if so, his 
mind cannot be said to be illumina ed by faith. But still it is 

Moy the word: here Mr. T. will allow of no difficulties ; or, if 

T will talk of difficulties, he will impute tt to my forsaking my 

Bible. (XII. 12.) Well; have but patience with him; in 

twelve pages further, when he begins to feel difficulties him- 
self, we shall find him atonin. or this severity by commend- 
ing me for the same thing upon which he here puts so heavy 

aconstruction.{ (XIII. 24.) 

[ attempted to prove that Mr. T.’s sentiments leave out the 
agency of the Holy Spirit in the act itself of believing ; or 


* Pages 245, 246, of this volume. 

+ Whatever Mr. T. thinks, some have thought that considerable diffi- 
culties would attend our supposing id divine illumination to be by the 
word; nor are these objections drawn from ‘ metaphysical speculations, ” 
but from the word itself. Thus they reason: 1. It is a fact that evil 
propensity in the heart has a strange tendency to blind the mind. Ephes. 
iv. 18.  2.-It is promised by the Holy Spinit, J will give i heart to 
know me, Jer: xxiv. 7. Buta heart to know God must be prigg to that 
knowledge, and cannot, therefore, be produced by means of it. 3. The 
natural man is said not to receive the things of the Spirit of God, neither 
can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned. But, if a spi- 
ritual discernment is necessary in order to knowing spiritual things, that 
discernment cannot be produced by those spiritual things, unless the 
consequent can produce its antecedent. J wished not, however, to dis- 
pute about the order of things, but, rather, to attend to what is of far 
greater importance, 
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that, “if there is any divine agency in the matter, it is only 
a sort of grace given to men in common; which, therefore, 
can be no reason why any man, rather than another, believes 
in Christ.2? Thus I stated it in p. 9.* Mr. 'T. in reply, com- 
plains that 1 have wronged him in representing him as leaving 
out the agency of the Holy Spirit in the act itself of believ- 
ing ; and informs us that he distinguishes between ‘ the ope- 
rations and indwelling of the Holy Spirit.” (XUI. 27.) But 
wherein have I wronged him? I have allowed him to main- 
tain a sort of divine agency, or grace, which is given to men 
in common: but this certainly can be no cause why one man, 
rather than another, believes in Christ. And with this Mr. 
T.’s own account, (XH. 13.) so far as I can understand him, 
perfectly agrees. . 

I maintain that it is owing to divine agency, and to that 
alone, that one sinner, rather than another, believes in Christ. 
1 must confess that Mr. T. writes, on this subject, in a con- 
fused and contradictory manner: (XIII. 23.) and well he 
may ; his system will not admit it, and yet his heart knows 
not how to deny it. First he goes about to qualify my ques- 
‘tion: “* Ifby the term alone,” says he, “be meant, that no 
sinner would believe in Christ, without divine operations, | 
freely grant it.” True, be might; but that ts not all I plead 
for, nor what my words evidently intend: and this he knows 
very well, and ought not, therefore, to have made such an 
evasion, What he allows may be held, without admitting that 
it is owing to the Holy Spirit, that one sinner, rather than an- 
other, believes in Christ. He adds, “ But, if he mean that 
men are passive in this matter, when the Spirit by the word 
operates on the mind; that I do not believe.’? This is an- 
other evasion. My words do not imply that men are passive 
in believing in Christ. 1 conceive that men become active, 
when the Spirit operates upon their minds, though they were 
passive im that operation, The very idea of that operation upon 
a subject implies that subject to be passive in such operation, 
The immediate effect may be activity. But to suppose that 
the subject on whom the operation is performed, is not pas- 
sive in being the subject of the operation, is to suppose tha! 


* Page 248 of this volume. 
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he himself, and. not the Spirit, puts forth that operation by 
which grace is produced. That. the mind, in receiving Christ, 
is active, I allow; but this is no way inconsistent with the 
Holy Spirit being the proper, sole, efficient cause of such 
activity. ‘There was no dispute whether. ‘man was the sub- 
ject of faith and unbelief”? as his answer seems to represent ; 
(XIII. 24.) but whether the Blessed Spirit was the sole, ef- 
Jicient. and proper cause of our believing. 

After all that Mr. T. says, in order to get over this difficul- 
ty, (XIU 24, 25.) what does it amount to? “If the Spirit, 
by the word, bring me to believe, and not another, whatever 
is the cause, or the obstruction ; that is in a general sense 
done for me, which is not done for anothe and demands ever- 
lasting grateful acknowledgments.” Of this general sense, 
or meanin’, | can make no meaning at all. It certainly does 
not ascribe the difference between one sinner and another to 

~ God, but to the creature ; and this is the very spirit and ten- 
dency of his whole systern, which ought to sink it in the es- 
teem of every humble, considerate mind. . But the Holy Spirit 
‘6 does that for those who do not believe, which is sufficient 
for the purpose, and which would bring them to faith and hap- 
piness, if they were not to abuse it.” (XIII. 25.) So far as 
relates to objective evidence being presented, (and which is 
sufficient to render men who are in possession of their natu- 
ral faculties inexcusable, we are, in this matter, agreed. But, 
in reference to the work of the Spirit itself, if its success does 
indeed depend upon the pliability of the subject, then so far 
salvation is not of grace; for the very turning point of the 
whole affair is owing to the creature, and to his own good 
improvement of what was given to bim in common with 
others. To speak of that being done which is sufficient, zf 
“not abused, is saying nothing at all. For how, if the human 
heart should beso depraved, as that it will be sure to abuse 
every word and work of God, short of that which is omni- 
potent? That men resist the Holy Spirit, and abuse the 
grace of the gospel, is true: but the question is, not whether 
this their abuse is their wickedness, but, how came Mr. T. 
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or any other man, to be’ so pliable oe as not 
io resist it?* ¥ init Race a 
«] cannot prove,” says Mr. T.’“ that the Holy Spirit does 
not -do'as much, or more, in {his (general) sense, for some 
who do not repent and believe, as for some who do. Truth 
itself informs us, that what was done, without effect, for Cho- 
razin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, would have: been effectual 
for Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom.” (XIII. 25.) . ‘Truth, indeed, 
does inform us of something being done for those cities ; bitt 
it makes no mention of the work of the Spirit in or upon 
them, but merely of the mighty works (or miracles) which 
were wrought among them. These ovght to have led them 
to repentance, though they did not. ‘ But did not Christ 
speak, as if Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom would have repented, 
had they enjoyed the same means?’ Yes,he did; and so did 
God speak concerning his people Israel: Surely they are my 
people, children that will not lie: so he became their Saviour. 


* Again: I looked that my vineyard should have brought forth 


grapes, and it brought forth wild grapes. Again: Thou art 
not sent unto a people of a strange speech, and of u hard 
language, but to the house of Israel ; surely, had I sent thee 
to them, they would have hearkened unto thee.—Last of all, 
he sent his son, saying, They will reverence my son.t But 
do these speeches prove that God really thought things would 
be so? Rather, are they not evidently to be understood of 
God’s speaking, after the manner of men, of what might 
have been according to human appearance ? 


*In page 23 of his Thirleen Letters, Mr. T., speaking of believing in 
Christ, says, he does ‘not apprehend that any man has any will or pow- 
er, or any coacern about the matter, till the Holy Spirit work, awaken, 
and produce theSe in the mind.” But the Holy Spirit, he thinks, operates 
sufficiently in all men; he does that for those who do not believe, which 
is sufficient for the pur; ose: yea, he supposes he does as much, or more, 
in this sense, for some who do not repent and believe, as for some who 
do. (p. 25.) Mr. T. must allow, that no man can ever do what he has 
neither will nor power to perform, The mind must be either active or 
passive in the production of ‘the will and power of which he speaks. If 
passive, his whole system 1s overthrown : if active, the supposed prior 
activity is while pe have neither will vor power to act; which is absurd. 

} Isa. brit. 8. v. 2. Ezek. iii. 5:6, Mattiexxi. 37, 
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** Ido not remember,” says Mr. T. ‘ that the scripture ever 

ascribes the final misery of sinners to the want of divine in- 
fluences,” &c. (XIII. 27.) True: nor do my sentiments sup- 
pose that ‘to be the cause of final misery. . His reasomng on 
this subject (XIII. 32.) is extravagant. It is sin, and sin 
alone, which is the cause of any man’s rain. He might as 
well say, that a man is brought zato misery, because he is not 
brought out of it. The destruction of fallen angels is no 
. more ascribed to the want of divine mercy, than that of fallen 

meni 4 ; 

Mr. T. thinks the cases of wicked men being restrained from 
wickedness, godly men growing in grace, &c. may ‘illustrate the 
subject in question ; (XIII. 30.) I think’so too. I also think 
with him concerning men’s obligations to these things ; that much 
more might be done than what is done ; but that, if they arc 
done, it is to be ascribed to God, because it:is he who works-all 
our works in us ; 1 think the same of faith in'Christ. These are 
not things wherein we differ; but the question is, though, in 
words, Mr. T. ascribes these things, as well as faith, to God, 
whether his system does not ascribe them to the creature. This 
it certainly does ; and he as good as acknowledges it, (XIII..52.) 
where (in contradiction to what he here asserts) he pleads for 
men’s being able, independent of the grace of the gospel, to ab- 
stain from gross abominations. 

Mr. T. has not thought proper to controvert my arguments 
in pp. 9—19 ;* for a special and effectual influence of the 
Holy Spirit ; but thinks that these may be admitted, without 
destroying his sentiments ; only observing, that, if he were to 
follow me through those reasonings, he ‘should question the 
propriety of the turn I give to a few passages of scripture.’’ 
(XIII. 26.) It will be time enough to reply, when we know 
what he has to object against my sense of those’ passages. 
But how is it that Mr. T. would have it thought tbat bis sen- 
timents are unaffected by those arguments? Had he but ad- 
mitted the sentiment established by those arguments, it would 
have saved him much trouble, which he has taken, in trying 
to. account for God’s doing the same for one man as for an- 
other, and yet making men to differ. Uf God works effecteally 
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on some, that is more than he will préfend that he does upon © 


all ; and this will perfectly account for a difference between 
one sinner and another. And if this way of God’s making 
men to differ be admitted in some instances, it must in all, seeing 
one believer, as much as another, is taught to ascribe the 
difference between him and others to God alone.* But 
Mr. T. does not believe an effectual influence ; such an influ- 
ence, admitted, would be destructive of his whole system. 


He supposes an effectual influence would be destructive of 


free agency and moral government. (XIII. 129.) That. it 
would be destructive of either, according to the scriptural ac- 
count of them, has not yet been proved; but that it would 
destroy his notions concerning them, is admitted ; and this 
proves that an effectual influence is_ inconsistent with his sen- 
timents. : 

If Mr. T.’s reasonings (XIII. 33.) prove any pti they 
prove that God will furnish every man in the world with the 
means of salvation ; but so far is this from corresponding with 
fact, that the gospel was never preached to the far greater part 
of mankind who have hitherto lived ; and some of whom, Mr. T. 
supposes, would have really believed and been saved, had they 
but heard it. (XIII. 25.) 

I shall close. my remarks on this part of the debate with a 
few observations on the resistibleness or irresistibleness of the 
Holy Spirit. I apprehend he is both resistible and irresistible, 
in different respects. The following observations are submitted 
to the reader’s attention :/ 1. God has so constituted the human 
mind, that words, whether spoken or written, shall have an effect 
upon it. 2. The Holy Spirit speaks to men in his word : he 
has written to them the great things of his law, 3. It would be 
strange, if God’s word should not have some effect upon peo- 
ple’s minds, as well as the words and writings of men. It would 
be very strange, if neither the warnings nor expostulations, the 
threatenings nor the promises, of God, should have any effect 
upon the mind ; whereas the same things, among men, are con- 
stantly known to inspire them with various feelings. 4. The in- 
fluence of the word upon the mind, seeing that word is indited 
by the Holy Spirit, may be called, in an indirect and figurative 


* Rom. iii. 9. 1 Cor. xy, 10. John xiv.22. 1 Cor. iv. 7. 
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sense, the influence. of the Holy Spirit. It was with this kind 
of influence. that he strove with the antediluvians in the ministry 
of Noah, &c. (Gen. vi. 3.) and was resisted by the Israelites. 
That is, they resisted the messages which the Holy Spirit sent 
unto them by Moses and the prophets ; and their successors did 
the same by the messages sent them by Christ and his apostles. 
(Acts vii. 51.) And thus the admonitions of parents, the events 
of Providence, and the alarms of conscience, as well as the word 


_ preached and written, may each, in an indirect sense, be said to 


ee 


be the strivings of the Holy Spirit. This influence ought to 
suffice to bring us to repent of sin, and believe in Christ, and 
were it not for the resistance that is made to it, would have such 
an effect ; but, through the perverseness of the human heart, it 
never has. It is agreat sin to resist and overcome it; but it is 
such asin as every man, while unregenerate, is guilty of. 5. 
Besides this, it has been allowed, by many of the most steady and 
able defenders of the doctrine of efficacious grace, that the Holy 
Spirit may, by his immediate, but more common influence, im- 
press the minds of unregenerate men, and assist reason and na- 
tural conscience to perform their office more fully ; so that, not- 
withstanding the bias of the will is still bent in favour of sin, yet 
they are made sensible of many truths contained in the word of 
God, and feel somewhat of that alarming apprehension of their 
danger, and of the power of the divine anger, &c. which all im- 
penitent sinners will experience in a much superior degree at 
the day of judgment. But sinners, under these common awaken; 
ings only, continue destitute of that realizing sense of the eacel- 
lence of divine things, which is peculiar to those who are effect- 
ually renewed in the spirit of their minds ; and to which the 
power of sin has entirely blinded the minds of the unregenerate. 
6. From the depravity or perverseness of the human heart arises 
the necessity of a special and effectual influence of the Holy 
Spirit. The influence before mentioned may move'the soul ; but 
it will not bring it home to God. When souls are effectually 
turned to God, it is spoken of as the result of a special exertion 
of almighty power. God who commannep the light to shine out 
of darkness, hath shined in our hearts, to give the light of the 
knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.—Thy 
people sua. be willing in the day of thy rowER.—I wit put my 
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_ lace in their inward part, and wirkli t in ir hearts 3 and I will 

be their God, and they shall be my peo, le— — Who hath | believed 

our repo and to whom hath the arm m of t me Lord been reveal: 
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if hee observations may account for several things. which } Mr. 
T. has ‘remarked, (particularly i in XIII. 28, 29.) without sup-— 
posing that the special Paar tnne of the Holy Spirit are ever 


‘finally overcome. 


My Nie ‘ * ‘ 
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LETTER Il. 


_ Dear Sir, 
Tue second general subject in debate respects te na-  * 


iure of that inability of which mankind are the subjects, in 
respect. of compliance with the will of God; or, more par- 
ticularly, original.sin, human depravity, and the grace. of God. 
On these,subjects Mr. T. has written his Fourth, Fifth, and 
Sixth Letters, He sets out with an, observation on free agen- 
cy, which discovers, in my. opinion, the ground of a great 
many, other of his mistakes. He supposes that a moral as. well 
as; natural ability to: comply with the commands of God, is 
necessary to render us free agents. Hence, he does not seem 
to.consider man.as a, free agent in. respect to keeping or. not 
keeping the Jao, but barely «‘ with regard to those objects 
which God in his gospel presents to him, as a fallen creature, 
to, recover him from his fallen state.’ (XH. 36.) . And yet 
he. speaks, in. the same page, of his thus being a ‘* subjectyof » 
God’s; moral; government.” Strange, indeed, that he should 
not: be a\ free: agent, in respect of,the moral law, and yet:that. 
he should be) aysubject of, God’s:moral\government ; yea. and 


*2 Cor. iv.6. Psa.cx.3. Jer. xxxi. 33.- Isa. liii. 1. 
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that the moral law should, notwithstanding, be to him “arale, 
of life.”? (XIII. 61. a aif we are not free agents in respect of 
the moral law, we cannot be the quipeutavos God’s moral | 
government, but rather of some supposed evangelical govern- 7 
ment. 

A free agent is an intelligent being who is at liberty to act 
according to his choice, without compulsion or restraint. And = 
has not man this liberty in respect of the law, as well as of © 
the gospel? Does he in any instance break the law by com- 

" pulsion, or against his will? Surely not. It is impossible the 
law should be broken in such a way for where any thing is 
done without, or against volition, no equitable law, human 
or divine, will ever blame or condemn. Mr. T.’s great mis- 
take in these matters lies in considering a bias of mind as 
destructive of free agency. Ifa bias of mind to evil, be if 
ever so deep-rooted and confirmed, tends to destroy free agen- 
cy, then the devil can be no free agent ; and so is not account- 
able for all his enmity against God. The same may be said 
of those who are, as Mr. T. expresses it, become ‘ unim- 
pressible,”? (XiIl. 28.) and cannot cease from sin. It is not 
sufficient to say, that ‘“‘they had power to receive the word 
till they wilfully resisted, and rejected the truth;” if Mr. 
T.’s notion of free agency be just, they ought to have had 
power at the time, or else not to have been accountable. 
Mr. T. ‘constantly reasons from natural to moral impoten- 
cy, and, in these cases, admits of no difference between 
them; but he knows tbat in respect of the former, if a man 
is unable to perform any thing that is required of him at the 
time, he is, to all intents and purposes, excusable ; yea, though 
he may have brought his impotency upon hinnaelf by his own 
crimes. Suppose, for example, a man destroys both health 
and reason by mere debauchery and wickedness, so as to be- 
come a poor ghastly idiot ; can any one suppose that, in that 
state of mind, it is just to require him to perform the business 
of a man, or to punish him for his omission, under the pre- 
tence that he once had reason and strength, but by his wick- 
edness had lost them, No: far be it from either. God or man 
to proceed in this, manner! If, then, there is no difference 
between natural and moral impotency, those who are become 
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w on ds capmesiible,? ’ and are given up of God to sin, (as were Ju- 
das, and the’murderers of our Lord,) are not free agents, and so 

SS are not accountable beings. i 
pot ae urther : If a bias of mind to evil, be it ever so confirmed, : 


tends to destroy the free agency of the subject, the same would 
hold true of a bias to good; which Mr. T. indeed seems to al- 
low; for he asks, ‘ Are not free agents capable of sinning ?” 

» (XIII. 51.) As if it was essential to free agency, to be capable 
of doing wrong. But has Mr. T. forgot, that neither God, nor 
Christ, (even when upon earth,) nor saints in glory, are capa- 
ble of doing wrong? The bias of their mind is so invariably 
fixed to holiness, that it is impossible they should, in any in- 
stance, deviate from it: and yet will he deny them to be the 
subjects of free agency ? 

Mr. T.’s ideas of free agency have enbahbe led him into 
some others, respecting the nature of that sin which men 
commit as the effect of Adam’s transgression. (XIE. 52.) 
His language on that subject all along implies, that all the 
sin which men commit as the effect of Adam’s transgression, 
must be involuntary y; as though it was something that ope- 
rated within them, entirely against, or at least without, their 
consent. If this supposition were true, I should not wonder 

_ at his pleading for its innocence. [f men were under such a 
necessity as this of sinning, 1 should coincide with Mr. T. in 
denying that they were accountable for that part of their con- 
duct. But the truth is, there is no such sin in existeuce. Sins 
of ignorance, under the law, were not opposed to voluntary, but 
to presumptuous sins. (Numb. xv. 27—-31.) There are many 
sins that men commit, which are not presumptrous, but none 
which are, in every sense, involuntary. Mr. T. perhaps, will 
allege the apostle’s assertions.in Rom. vii. that what he would 
not, that he did. He makes much ado (XIII. 43.) about this, 
and my supposed inconsistency, but all he there says was, | 
think, sufficiently obviated in my first treatise. After all, Mr. T. 
does not really think there are any sins besides what are volunta- 
ry. Though he talks of believers being guilty of such sins, and 
of Christ’s dying to atone for them; (XIII. 52.;) yet he would 
not allow it to be just for any man, in his own person, either to 
be blamed or punished for them: no; he contends that it is the 
concurrence of our wills that denominates us blameworthy ; 


& Se. 
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ea 


(XIU. 41.) which i is undoubtedly true, in All of all | person- *, : 


sonal blame. 
When Mr. T. reviewed my first publication, he spake much in — 


praise of the distinction between natural and moral inabilty, and 
of the perspicuity of the manner of. stating it. (IX. 9. 63, 64.) 
Surely he must not, at that time, have understood what he ap- 
plauded ; and having since discovered this sword to have two 
edges, the one equally adapted to cut up Arminianism as the 

- other is to destroy Antinomianism, he has now changed his mind, 
and is striving to prevent its efficacy by giving another meaning 
to the terms, and thus involving the subject in darkness and con- 
fusion.* 

By natural power Mr. T. now understands a power that is 
barely adapted to the performance of natural things; and by 
moral power, a power for moral things. (Letter VI.) But na- 
tural power, as I and all others who have heretofore written 
upon the subject have used it, is as much conversant with spi- 
ritual as with natural things ; ; yea, and as much with wicked 
things as with either of them. It requires. the same mem- 
bers, faculties, and opportunities, to do good as to do evil; to 
perform spiritual as to perform natural actions. To pretend, 
therefore, to distinguish the use of these terms by the objects 
with which they are conversant, can answer no end but to per- 
plex the subject. 

But is natural power sufficient for the performance of mo- 
val and spiritual actions? Mr. T. says, No; and:so say 4, in 


en 
thie, 


* Had these terms, or the distinction they are used to specify, bee. a new 
invention of my own, there would have been less room to have complained 
of this treatment; but it appears to me a strange, unwarrantable freedom, 
when we reflect that both had been used in the same sense, by a great num- 
ber of respectable theological writers. Whereas Mr. T.’s new sense of 
them is entirely unprecedented ; though no doubt the most rash and igno- 
rant of the Pseudo-Calvinists would find it suited to subserve their denial 
of all obligation upon natural men to perform any thing spiritually good. 
But let men, as they value their souls, be first well assured such an evasive 
distinction will be admitted at the day of judgment, before they dare to ap- 
ply it to this sin-extenuating purpose. [do not charge Mr. T. with intend- 
ing to put weapons into the hands of deluded Antinomians ; but I beseech 
him to consider how readily they would make their advantage of such a 
distinction, if once admitted. 


we 
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» one respect. But he concludes, ude, that if God require 


any thing of a moral or spiritual nature of any man, it is but 


right that he should furnish him with moral power for the per- 


* 


formance of it. Thus he all along represents moral ability as if 
it were some distant faculty, formed by the Creator for the per- 
formance of moral actions, while natural power is given for the 


_ performance of natural actions; and thus the reader is led to 


imagine, that. God is as much obliged to furnish sinful men with 
the one as with the other, in order to render them ac- 
countable beings. Whereas moral power is not power, strict- 
ly speaking, but a heart to use the power God has given us 
in aright manner. It is natural power, and that only, that is 
properly so called, and which is necessary to render men ac- 
countable beings. To constitute me an accountable being, it is 
not necessary that | should be actually disposed to holy actions, - 
(which is the same thing as possessing a moral ability,) but barely 
that I could do such actions if I were disposed. Indeed, aotwith- 
standing all that Mr. T. has written to the contrary, and by what- 
ever names he calls this power, natural or moral, he himself 
means nothing more. He does not mean to plead for its being 
necessary that men should be actually possessed of holiness, in 
order to their being free agents; but merely that they might 
possess it, af they would. He only pleads, in fact, for what I 
allow ; and yet he thinks he pleads for something else, and so 
goes on, and loses himself and his reader in a maze of confuston. 
it is not enough for Mr. T. that I allow men may return 
to God, if they will; they must bave the power of being 
willing, if they will: (XIII. 57.) but this, as we shall 
goon see, is no. more than having the power of being what 
they are! 1 represented this matter in as forcible a manner 
as I could in my Reply; (p. 49.;*) and it is a poor an- 
swer that Mr. T’. makes to it; (XIIL. 58.) as though I were 
out of my province in writing about the meaning of my 
opponent. Surely it is a lamentable thing, if the meaning 
of an author cannot be come at by all he writes upon a 
subject. Ifwhat { imputed to him was not his meaning, why 


* Page 280 of this volume. 
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if ee 
did he not give it in his next performance? ‘1s it uncandid to 
conclude he had no other meaning t0 give 2” 


LETTER IV. 


Dear Sir, : 


Wuen I affirmed natural power to be sufficient to render 
men accountable beings, Mr. T. puts me upon proof; (XIII. 
56.) and what is more, supposes that I have acknowledged the 
contrary in my former treatise. Whether I have not proved 
this matter already ; whether Mr. T. has not allowed me to 
have proved it; and, whether what 1 say elsewhere is not in 
perfect consistency, with it ; ‘shall be examined. Meanwhile, 
let us follow Mr. T."in his threefold argument for the sup- 
posed innocence of moral impotence: “If men could never 
avoid it, cannot deliver themselves from it, and the blessed 
God will not deliver them, surely they ought not to be punished 
for it, or for any. of its necessary effects.”** Mr. T. complains 
heavily of my treating these subjects separately, which he 
wished to have considered conjointly. Well: there was an 
answer, though short, in p. 29 of my Reply,f to the whole con- 
jointly considered ; and if he would solidly have answered that 
only, he might have been excused from all the rest. 

But further: 1 can see no justice whatever in his complaint. 
If three things, all together, constitute a moral inability blame- 
less, it must be on account of some tendency that each of 
those three things has to such an end, separately considered. 
What Mr. T. has said of man’s ‘being composed of body, 
soul, and spirit, (XIII. 38.) does not :provethe contrary to 

* This, the reader ‘will observe,'is Mr. Ts own way of stating it, 
(XII1. 37.) who always.chooses to represent moral inability in terms which 
are properly applicable to natural inability only ; and hereby it is that his 
positions wear the face of plausibility. 

+ Pages 264, 265, of this volume. 
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this; because, though body does nue eebastitute a mah, nor 
soul, nor spirit. ceparuci@ilibnsidersd ; yet they each forma 
‘component part of human nature. If it could be proved, that 
body, soul, and spirit, had neither of them any part of human na- 
ture, separately considered ; that would prove, that all tog ether, 
they could not constitute a man. Suppose A. owes B. thirty 
pounds, and proposes to pay him in three different articles. Ac- 
cordingly, A. lays down ten pounds in cash, ten pounds in bills, 
and ten pounds in grain. B. refuses each of these articles in 
payment: ‘for,’ says he, ‘ your cash is all counterfeit, your 
bills are forged, and your grain is damaged to such a degree as 
to be worth nothing.’ A. replies, not by admitting, that, un- 
less each article can be proved to be of value, separately con- 
sidered, he cannot, in justice, desire the whole to be accepted ; 
but, by complaining of B.’s unwarrantable manner of sepa- 
rating the articles, and examining them apart: as if he should 
say, ‘ Though the cash may be counterfeit, the bills forged, 
and the grain worthless, separately considered, yet, all togeth- 
er, they make up the value of thirty pounds !’ 

Further: though all these three things are, in one place, 
mentioned together, yet Mr. T. did not, all along, consider 
them conjointly, nor has he done so now. ‘There need not be 
a greater proof of his understanding these subjects distinctly, 
than his attempting to defend them so ; which he has done in 
what follows : 

First: he undertakes to prove, that the circumstance of 
men being born impure, or inheriting their propensities from 
their first pareat, does excuse them in being the subjects of 
those propensities. (XIII. 39.) Original sin, to be sure, is 
a mysterious subject. There is a difficulty attending the ex- 
istence of evil in the souls of all mankind, upon every hy- 
pothesis ; but it becomes us, as Mr. T. observes, to hearken 
to “scripture evidence,” and to admit it as decisive: and, af- 
ter all, I believe the scriptural account of the matter will be 
found to have the fewest difficulties of any. Some, with Pe- 
lagius, deny the thing itself, and maintain that human de- 
pravity comes entirely by imitation. Others admit the fact, 
that we “are depraved by Adam’s transgression,” but deny 
the guilt of such depravity, on that account: this appears to 
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be the case with Mr. T. Others admit both the fact and the 
guilt of our depravity, notwithstanding : this is my sentiment. 
Though Mr. T. admits that men are born “impure,” and 
that this impurity is their ‘ depravity,” a depravity which 
David, in Psa. li. 5. “confessed and lamented ;” yet he main- 
tains all this to be blameless ;* and all along,seems to claim 
it as a matter of justice, either to stand upon his own ground, 
or to receive the grace of the gospel, as an equivalent for it. 
The depravity of our nature, then, is not the fault, but the 
misfortune of it. It is, however allowed to be that which is 
‘our rum, in that it deprives us of happiness, and exposes 
us to misery.” (XIII. 41.) that is, to undeserved misery ; for 
such it must be, ‘‘ be the misery what it may,’’ if it be inflict- 
ed without blameworthiness in the subject. Surely such a 
constitution must have been very unrighteous, and men must 
have been very much injured, after all, to be ruined by that 
in the guilt of which they have no concern, either personal or 
relative. “Mr. T. may well represent it as an inducement 
for God to give his Son to die for them, (XIII. 81.) if it were 
only to make them amends for such an injury; and especially 
as he considers God himself as the author of our native depravi- 
ty, in constituting the union between Adam and his offspring. 4 
(XIII. 62.) To be sure, his scheme is so far consistent. 
There is only this difficulty remains, how shall we reconcile all 
this with the scriptures ; and with either the justice of the Law- 
giver, or the grace of the Saviour? For it seems to me, that 
both law and gospel must surely be overthrown by such an hy- 
pothesis. 


* By the way,is it not rather extraordinary, that Mr. T., after distin- 
guishing between impurity aad sin, impure propensities and evil dispo- 
tions, depravity and blameworthiness, confessing iniquity and taking shame 
and blame to ourselves on account of it, should exclaim against dealing in 
metaphysics 2 Verily, a man had need be endued with something mere 
than metaphysical skill to make distinctions where there is no differ- 
ence. ‘donot understand relative blame,’ says Mr. T. Then, ob- 
viating an objection of mine, he asks, ** But how can they be said to be born 
in sin 2” and answers, “ If I use the expression, I mean they are born im- 
pure.” (XIII. 40.) Be itso; what does David mean? He did not say, 
‘] was born impure,’ but, I was shapen in inteurty, and im sin did my 
mother conceive me. 
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The scriptures represent God as a just being, who will by 
no means inflict punishment where there is no-guilt. He doth 
not afflict willingly, nor grieve the children.of men. To crush 
under feet all the prisoners of the earth—to subvert a man 
in his cause, Jehovah approveth not.—Surely God will not 
do wickedly, neither will the Almighty pervert judgment.* 
Surely, then, we might conclude, even though an apostle had 
never told us so, that death would not have passed upon all 
men, by one man’s sin, if in that sin, some how or other, all 
had not sinned. Surely death would not have reigned in the 
world, over them that had not sinned after the similitude of 
Adam’s transgression, if sin had not thus been in the world as 
its procuring cause. This argument (from Rom v. 13, 14.) 
was urged before : why did not Mr. T. reply to it? “ Is it un- 
candid to conclude it was because no reply could be made ?” 

Further: the scriptures represent the whole world as guilty 
before God—as void of every claim, except it be that of shame 
and confusion of face. Jehovah speaks of himself as being at 
perfect leberty to save or not to save men; and as being deter- 
mined to exercise it too: J will have mercy on whom I will have 
mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have compas- 
ston. 

Once more: the scriptures represent the gift of Christ as 
being of mere grace, and the greatest instance of love that 
ever was displayed; and that, because it was altogether con- 
trary to our deserts. Christ is nowhere represented as dying 
for us out of pity for the injury that we had received from the 
first covenant, but, on the contrary, as being actuated by 

mere self-moved goodness : Herein is love, Nor THAT WE LOVED 
Gon, but that God loved us, and gave his Son to be the pro- 
pitiation for our sins.—Christ died for the uncopty. For 
scarcely for a righteous man will one die: yet peradventure 
for a good man some would even dare to die. But God com- 
mendeth his love towards us, in that while we were yet sin- 
ners, Christ died for us. So also the whole of our salvation 
is always represented not as making us amends for an injury, 


* Lam. iii. 33—36. Job XExiv. 12. 
t1 Jobniv. 10. Rom. v.6—~8. 
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but. as of mere g7'ace, which God might, without any blemish 
on his. character; have for ever withheld. The whole Epistle 
to the Romans is written with the very design to cut off all 
claim, to prove that ail are under sin ; and, therefore, that jus- 
tification and salvation are altogether of sovereign grace. The 
Epistle to the Ephesians is written in much the same strain, 
especially the second chapter, wherein the apostle rises 
in gradation from what they were by practice, to what they 
_were by) nature, namely, children of wrath, even as others ;* 
and all this to prove what he immediately asserts, that by 
GRACE we are saved. Yes, the whole tenor of scripture 
breathes this language: I wrought for my name’s sake—Not 

for your sakes do I this, saith the Lord Jehovah, be it known unto 

you ! j 

‘ Bat do not “ the children of traitors” frequently suffer for 
their father’s crimes, even though they were no way concern- 
ed in their guilt 2” (XIII. 40.) Answer, It is not just, for 

the children of a traitor to'suffer the loss of any natural right, 
or to be exposed to death, or any punishment, for that in the 

guilt of which they have no concern ; neither do they, where 
they are under just laws. (Deut. xxiv. 16.) There is no 
such union subsisting between a parent and a child, as between 

Adam and his posterity. They are not one in law; the one 
therefore, cannot justly suffer punishment for the other’s 
crimes. No one pretends that it is right to punish them with 
death, or any corporal punishment. God, to be sure, has a 
right to inflict death where he pleases ; as upon the children 
of Achan ; and that, because all men have. forfeited their lives 
to him : and such an instance of displeasure upon a man’s fam- 

ily might tend to deter others from the like wickedness : 

but the children of a traitor have uot forfeited their lives to a 

civil government, and, therefore, they cannot justly be taken 


* But “ the words by nature,” says Mr. T., ‘‘ relate not to -our birth, but 
to the state in which we lived in sin, before our conversion.’? (XIII. 42.) 
Let the reader look at the passage, (Hphes. ii. 3.) and judge if it is not a 
gradation, from what we are by practice, to what we are by nature. But, 
suppose it torelate, in a general way, to our unconverted state, the ques- 
tion is, How came that state to be called a state of nature, but because it is 
not accidentally acquired by mere imitation, but is the state in which we 
are born into the world ? 
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away. ‘The only thing that befallé Hem is Zoss : and as to that, 
they may miss of what would have been their social privileges, 
such as honours and property, had their father died in possession 
of them ; but, as they were never theirs, properly speaking, 
they could not be deprived of them. They had no natural 
right to them, nor any right at all, but by their relauion to their 
parent; and the parent, having deprived himself of them, could 
not convey them to his posterity.* 


* Perhaps as near a resemblance as any, to that of the divine conduct, 
which relates to Adam and his posterity, will be found in God’s treat- 
ment of a nation, or body politic. God, in his providence, deals with 
a nation asif it was one person. Thus God covenanted with Israel, not 
merely with those who existed at the time, but with their unborn pos- 
terity. Deut. xxix. 14, 15. And thus the crimes of a nation often ac- 
cumulate from generation to generation, like those of an individual from 
vouth to age. Moab, or the nation of the Moatites, is said to have been 
at ease from his youth, and to be settled upon his lees, &c. that is, from his 
first beginning to be a nation. Jer. xlviii. 2, At last, divine vengeance 
falls upon some one generation, like as a judgment befalling a man, in 
his old age, for the crimes of his whole life. Individuals, in such sea- 
sons, may be comparatively innocent ; but yet, being members of a soci- 
ety, which, as such, is deeply involved in sin, they partake of a kind of 
relative guilt, Considered as individuals, they are only- answerable for 
their own personal faults, but, as members of society, it is otherwise. 
Thus the returning captives confessed their national guilt, saying, Wm 
have done wickedly, and all this has come upon us because of OUR sins. 
Neh. xi. 83. 37, Both Ezra and Nehemiah, no doubt, joimed in this confes- 
sion, though we have no reason to think that their conduct, as individuals, 
had been such as to draw down tho vengeance of God upon their coun- 
try. God speaks of the whole human race, in relation to their first 
head, as he would speak of a nation. Speaking to Israel, he says, I had ~ 
planted thee a noble vine, wholly a right seed ; how then art thou turned 
into the degenerate plant of a strange vine unto me? And thus of the 
whole haman race, God hath made man upright; but they have sought 
oul many inventions. Wecles. vii. 29.. This is, undoubtedly, spoken of 
the whole species; but it cannot be said, of the whole, species, that they 
were made upright, and otherwise than as having a kind of existence in 
their first parent. Mr. T. himself, when he can get out of a difficulty 
no other way, will acknowledge such a union between Adam and his - 
posterity, as that what was possessed by him was possessed by them, 
He talks of God originally giving man power to keep the law ; and of 
this making man’s condemnation, for the breach of it, a. matter of jus- 
tice, (XIII. 130.) 


baat 
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But it is suggested, that we might as well be “ commended 
for what Christ did,” and for the effects of our constituted 
union with him, as blamed for what Adam did, and the effects 
of our constituted union with him.” (XT. 39.) This objec- 
tion has been thought as plausible as any thing Mr. T, has 
advanced ; and yet, if I am not greatly mistaken, there is one 
part of it, at least, that will entirely overthrow his own hypo- 
thesis. Admitting that we, in no sense, are praiseworthy on 
account of what Christ has done, I question if it will follow, 
that we are-in no sense blameworthy for what Adam did. It 
does not appear to me, a just conclusion, that, because favours 
may be conferred without merit; therefore punishment may be 
inflicted without demerit. But, suppose this did follow, and that 
we are, in no sense, blameworthy for the sin of Adam; yet it 
does not follow, that we are not blameworthy for any of its 
effects. The case from which ‘Mr. T. argues, will prove the 
very reverse ofthis. He supposes, that we are not praisewor- 
thy for the effects of our union with Christ, (XIII. 39.) than 
which there can hardly be a greater mistake. Is not all heart 
holiness, and indeed, every thing in us that is truly commenda- 
ble and praiseworthy, the effect of our union with Christ? I 
hope Mr. T. will not deny this, though he so strangely overlook- 
edit. Now,if holiness of heart may be, and is commendable, 
notwithstanding its being the effect of our union with Christ ; 
then, according to his own reasoning, unholiness of heart ny 
be blameworthy, notwithstanding its being the effect of our 
union with Adam. 

It ought to be observed too, that this is the very question in 


debate between us in this place. The point that 1 endeavour- 


ed to prove, was, not that we are to blame for Adam’s trans- 
gression ; (this was only a question that occurred incidentally ;) 
but that a moral inability, or evil propensity of heart, in an in- 
telligent creature, is blameworthy, NOTWITHSTANDING his having 
been born the subject of it. Sol had stated it in my Reply, (p. 
33.*) and this, | hope, has been me proved ; and that, from 
Mr. T.’s own premises. 
It may be further remarked, upon this subject, that, though 


the holiness of believers is the necessary or certain effect of 
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their union with Christ, yet they are not the subjects of it by com- 
pulsion, or any kind of natural necessity ; but what they are, 
they freely choose to be ;—and will it not hold equally true 
concerning the unholiness oftsinners, that, though it may be the 
effect of Adam’s fall, yet, as they freely choose to be what they 
are, it is improper to represent it as that which they possess by 
a natural necessity ? ; 

But, whether the words natural necessity, or inability, be © 
retained, or given up, in this matter, Mr. T. insists upon it, 
that our depravity comes upon us according to the nature of 
things ; that is, if | understand him, according to the established 
law, or settled order of things; and this he thinks equivalent to 
a natural necessity, aud must, therefore, denominate it blameless. 
(XII. 62.) Bat if Mr. T. can thus prove our native depravity 
blameless ; 1 think I can, hy the same mode of reasoning, prove 
all the fruits of it to be blameless too. Is there nota settled or- 
der, or an established law, of some sort, for the operations of 
the human mind, and, indeed, for all human actions ? Is it not 
according to the laws of nature, according to the nature of 
things, that a man always chooses that which, all things consi- 
dered, appears, in the viewof his own mind, the most agreeable ; 
and pursues, if he have opportunity, that which, all things 
considered, is the object of his choice ? It is impossible that 
a man should choose, in any instance, that which, at the same 
time, and in the same respects, all things considered, appears, 
in the view of his mind, disagreeable; and refuse that which 
is agreeable. And it is equally impossible, that he should act 
in contradiction to his prevailing choice. An evil tree, accord- 
ing to the nature of things, will bring, forth evil fruit; anda 
good tree will bring forth good fruit; and, no less certainly, 

will «* wickedness proceed from the wicked,” according to the 
proverb of the ancients and the manifest implication of our 
Lord’s words, (Matt. xii. 33, 34.) But does it thence follow, 
that the evil fruit produced by a bad heart, comes by a natural 
necessity, and is blameless? Which way will Mr. T. take? 
Will he deny an established order in the human mind, and main- 
tain that we choose totally at random, without any respect to 
what is agreeable or disagreeable in the view of the mind; 
that we act without any necessary connexion with our pre- 


LerrEer LY. | AGNOSTOS. 365 


vailing choice ; and:that we must do so, in order to be free 
agents? or, will be admit of such a connexion in the opera- 
tions of the mind ; and, instead of placing all blame in actions, 
and none in the state of the mind, as he seems to have done all 
along hitherto; will he now exculpate from blame ail those acts 
which necessarily arise from choice, and all those volitions 
which necessarily arise from the view of the mind, and throw 
all the blame upon the state of the mind itself? He must either 
. do this, or else allow, that what comes to pass according to es- 
tablished laws, may nevertheless be blameworthy. 

Mr. T imputes our pollution by the sin of Adam to the “ di- 
rection of the all-wise Creator, who constituted the union be- 
tween Adam and his offspring.” (XIII..62.) This, to be sure, 
is the way to prove it innocent; for God cannot be the author of 
confusion in the universe, any more than in the churches. But 
let us beware, lest we charge God foolishly. That God was the 
author of the union referred to, is admitted ; but that he is the 
author of whatever that union may be the occasion of, is not 
true. May not God be the author of an established connexion 
between the understanding, will, affections, and actions, without 
being the author of the depravity of any action that takes place 
through the medium of that connexion ? 

I affirmed that love to God with all the heart must of neces- 
sity imply the absence of all evi! propensity to rebel against him, 
This Mr. T. denies; telling us that | have not proved it, and 
that he apprehends I am not capable of proving it. (XIII. 42.), 
That is, of proving that a perfect degree of love implies the 
absence of all aversion! This reminds me of what is said else- i 
where, that I have ‘‘ taken it for granted, that regeneration Ne 
LupeEs to that law of nature wherein life precedes motion ; butte 
Mr. T. does “ not think it will be easy to prove it.” (XIII. 15.) 

It is very true, nothing is more difficult of proof than that which 
is self evident. 

The apostle Paul Aedhood that to be carnally minded ts 
death—because the carnal mind is enmity against God, for it 
is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So 
then they who are in the flesh, adds he, cannot please God. 
But to be carnally minded, according to Mr. T., does not de- 
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serve death ; and the very reason which the apostle gives for 
its being death, serves, according to his opinion, to prove it in- 
nocent; and if 60, (unless God be a hard master,) why should 
not they be able to please him? Paul meant to deny that the 
carnal mind is subject to the law of God in fact; but Mr. T.’s 
reasoning tends toa denial of its being subject to it in right. 
Paul considered unconverted sinners as incapable of pleasing 
God, on account of their carnality ; Mr. T.’s argumentation im- 
plies that God is, on that account, incapable of being displeased 
with them. : 

When I reasoned thus, “If blame does not lie in ‘being the 
subject of an evil disposition, (or impure propensity, if Mr. T. 
can-tell the difference,) becanse as individuals we could not 
avoid it; then, for the same reason, it cannot lie in the exercise 
of that disposition, unless that also can be avoided :” Mr. T. 
replies, that to indulge denotes the concurrence of our wills ; 
but our wills had nothing to do with the state in which we were _ 
born. (XIII. 41.) But this is no answer to the argument. I 
was not combating any argument of his, arising from the concur- 
rence or non-concurrence of our wills. but from what he calls 
the want of power. Men, by his own confession, have not pow- 
er to go through life free from every degree of the indulgence 
of their propensities ; for that, according to his ideas, would be 
to keep the law perfectly: but he does not pretend that men 
can do this ; no, not even by the grace of God. (XIII. 61.) But 
if the want of power excuses in the one case, it does in the 
other; for he maintains that ‘no man is to blame for what he 

_ could never avoid.” (XIII. 48.) And so the exercise of an 
eevil propensity may be as blameless as the propensity itself. 
But, passing this, , 

Mr. T. thinks, it seems, that if the will concur with an 
evil propensity, then it becomes blameworthy. I wish that 
he would abide by this doctrine. If I could depend upon 
that, JT would ask him, Whether he can conceive of an evil 
propensity in his own mind, any otherwise than as the very 
state and bias of his will towards evil? To talk of an invol- 
untary propensity in the mind of a rational being, is to talk 
without meaning, and in direct contradiction to the plainest 
dictates of common sense. If, then, the concurrence of the 
‘will denominates a thing blameworthy, we need have no more 
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dispute, whether an evil disposition in a rational being be in 
itself blameworthy ; seeing the concurrence of the will is in- 
cluded in the véry nature of a propensity. Whatever may be 
said about our propensities at the time we were born, of which 
we can form but little idea, the question between us is, whe- 
ther an impure propensity in a rational being may not be 
blameworthy, notwithstanding its being received by derivation ? 
and Mr. T. seems to think that, whatever impurity obtains, 
the concurrence of the will is criminal. Bat this is no more 
than may be said of all propensity in a rational being ; the thing 
itself being expressive of the bias-of the will. | 

Here 1 expect Mr. T. will not be satisfied. Yet why should 
he not? Because he has a notion in his mind, that it is neces- 
sary not only that we should be voluntary in a propensity. but 
that we should choose to be of such a propensity before we 
are so, in order to denominate us blameworthy... It is a lead- 
ing principle with Mr. T. that men might have a moral ability 
to do good, if they would; and that, if this were not the case, 
they could not be blameworthy : that is, they might have a 
good disposition, if they were but well disposed! ‘1 confess,” 
says Mr. T., ‘‘it appears to meas equitable to condemn a 
porter because he does calculate eclipses by the strength 
of his body, or a feeble philosopher because he does not per- 
form the business of a porter by his refined understanding, as 
to condemn a man who has only natural ability, and never 
had, and never couLp HAVE any other, because he does not 
perform moral and spiritual duties.” (XIII. 56.) To this also 
the Monthly Reviewers bear their testimony of applause.* _ 


pits 
het 
* The Monthly Reviewers, having pronounced Mr. 'T.’s cause to be 
good, and particularly applauded the above passage, add, “Here isa dis~ 
tinction between what is called a moral and a natural power, with which 
these writers perplex themselves. Perhaps, if they introduced the term 
rational, which separates man from the brute, it might assist them a little 
in the contest. Review for Sept. 1788.—I cannot tell what use the Review- 
érs wish to have made of the term rational, nor whether they are serious 
or notin their advice; but if these gentlemen mean to-suggest that the term 
rational would do to supersede the terms naiural.and moral, by answer- 
ing all their purposes, I cannot, for my part, acquiesce in their opitic 
100, 
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And elsewhere Mr. 'F. says, ‘ It is to very little purpose to 
that Pharaoh and others could have complied, if they 
if they could never will to comply, "they could not 


I am not inclined to think the Monthly Reviewers destitute of rational 
powers; and yet it is pretty evident they are, somehow or other, unable to 
do justice to Calvinistic writings ; or so much as to read them with impar- 
tial attention, Let aay unprejudiced person look over their Review, and 
he will see that, if any thing controversial is written in favour of Arminian~- 
ism, or Antitrinitarianism, it is generally much applauded; but if any 
thing comes out in favour of Trinitarianism, or Calvinism, either its weak- 
nesses are exposed, or cold water is thrown upon the subject. See the re- 
view of Bampton’s Lectures, and Burder’s pamphlet, Sept. 1788. Were 
I to look over other numbers of the Review, I might soon add many in- 
stances of similar conduct; though, perhaps, few more illiberal than their 
treatment of Mr. Newton’s Cardiphonia, September 1781. Vol. LXV. p. 
2028 

Indeed, one need go no farther in proof of this than to their review of this 
controversy. In the review of Mr. Taylor’s Nine Letters, (July 1787, p- 
85.) they say, “ This pamphlet may be of some use in enlarging the con- 
ceptions of those narrow-minded Christians who think the kingdom of hea- 
ven no larger than the synagogue of their own little flock.” Astonishing ! 
When the matter of debate between myself and Mr. T. was zot, in 
the least, about the extent of the kingdom of heaven. It did not, in 
the least, respect either the character or number of those that are good men 
here, or that shall be saved hereafter; but the cAusE of their salvation. Is 
it possible for men, of only common sense and erudition, to write in this 
manner upon any subject except religion? No; mere rational powers 
would there have taught them better. But here, prejudice and superci- 
lious contempt get the better of their understandings, and impel to write in 
such & manner as must, in the end, cause their censures to rebound to their 
own dishonour, 

_ Though the above critique (if it may be so called) displays the gross- 
est ignorance of the subject; yet I really do not think it was for want 
of rational powers. The reviewers are, generally speaking, men of very 
good abilities ; but religion is not their province, nor are they able to 
treat the subject with impartiality. Now, as they unite with Mr. T. 
in thinking that, if a man has no moral power, that is, no disposition to 
do right, and cannot find in his heart so much as to use means that he 
may have such a disposition, then he cannot justly be blamed; they 
might, one should think, consider the above as a kind of apology on their 
behalf. Should they reply, by maintaining either that they have a mo- 
ral ability or disposition to do justice to Calvinistic writings, or at least 
might have, if they would use the means; I, should answer, As to the 
Jirst, facts contradict it; and as to the /ast, if they know of any means 
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justly be punished.” (XIII. 57.) So then the blame does 
not lie in the choice of any evil, but in the choice of that 
choice. Pharaoh’s evil,* it seems, did not lie in refusing the 
divine message, but in that, though he could have hada pli- 
able disposition, yet he would not, he was not disposed to be 
ofa good disposition. But still an objection returns ; That in- 
disposition, by which he refused to be of a good disposition, 
could not be blameworthy, unless he could have chosen to be 
- of a better. But whither will this way of reasoning lead us ? 
If a choice, or propensity, cannot be blameworthy, unless it be 
governed by a previous act of choice, neither can that act of 
choice be blameworthy, unless it is governed by another, and 
that by another, and so on, in an infinite series. ‘This is meta- 
physical indeed, or rather hyper-metapbysical. A little 
while ago, it was thought sufficient if an exercise had but the 
concurrence of the will, that is, if we had but the power of 
doing what we please ; but now it seems that is a matter that 
‘ig very little to the purpose,” unless. we have also the power 
of choosing what we please. © 
“ Pharaoh,” Mr. T. maintains, “¢ could have willed to com- 
ply with the messages that were sent him, or he was not blame- 
worthy.” If no more were meant by this, than that he was 
possessed of the faculty, or power of choice, which faculty, were 
it not for the evil bias with which it is polluted, is equal to 
the choice of any object that might be presented, I should 
have no objection to it. But this is not Mr. T.’s meaning : 
natural power to choose is nothing with him ; he is here plead- 
ing the necessity of a moral power, in order to our being ac- 
countable beings. Here then, I must infer, that Mr. T. does 
not understand the meaning of his own expressions, no, nor 
the Monthly Reviewers either; or rather, that the expres- 
sions have no meaning at all. What does Mr. T. maintain ? 


that persons, utterly void of any inclination, may use, in order to give 
themselves such inclination, I should be glad if they would begin, and 
make the experiment. 

If, in future, we should see, in the Monthly Review, such manifest 
partiality against Calvinistic writings as we have seen heretofore, we 
shall then conclude, that the Monthly Reviewers cannot find in their 
heart to do justice; nor so much as to use the means that they may 
have @ disposition to do justice; and, if so, then according to the rea~ 

- sonings which they so highly applaud, we must bring them in guiltless! 


You. Tf. 3A ‘ 
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that Pharaoh could find in his heart, at the time, to will a 
compliance ? No, he will not say so; for that were the same 
as being willing : but that would contradict fact; for we know 
he was not willing. What then does Mr. T. mean? He 
must mean this, if any thing; that he could have been willing 
if he would; that is, he could have willed if he had willed: 
but this is no meaning at all, being a mere identical propo- 
sition. 

It is possible Mr. T. may here exclaim against such a method 
of reasoning, and appeal to common sense and common equity, 
‘* that no person is blameworthy for the omission of what he 
could not perform.” It is granted to be a dictate of common 
sense and common equity, that no person should be blamed for 
the omission of that which he could not do, if he would; 
but not that he should be excused for the neglect of that 
which he could not witt, if he would: for there is no such 
thing in being. So far is this from being a dictate of common 
gense, there is no sense in it, nor do they that talk of it un- 
derstand what they mean.* 

When people puzzle themselves upon this subject,” says 
a judicious writer, ‘and insist we are not accountable, and 
cannot be blamed any further than we have a moral as well 
as a natural power to do otherwise than we do, what their 
minds run upon is only natural power after all. They may 
say they know what we mean by moral power, viz. that dis- 
positior to do a thing which is necessary in order to our 
doing it ; and they mean the same. But, however, when they 
get into the dispute, they get bewildered, and lose sight of 
the distinction. They do not suppose an impenitent: sinner, 
going on still in his trespasses, has a present, actual disposi- 
tion, and a sufficiently strong one, to hearken to, and obey the 
gospel. But something like this seems to be in the bot- 
tom of their minds, viz. that he must be able to be disposed ; 
or ‘he must have such a disposition as would be sufficient if he 
was disposed to make godd use of it. Now, this is only to 
use the word disposition improperly, and to conceive of it as 
a mere natural power; .a price in our hands, which may be 


* The reader may consult, on this subject, President Edwards On the 
Pills particularly Part IV. Sect. III. IV. XII. In that piece he will find 
this notion, with many ofhers npon which Mr. T.’s system rests, thoroughly 
MM tet 
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used well or ill, and which will turn to our benefit or con- 
demnation, accordingly as we are disposed to improve it. The 
disposition they think of is not in the least degree virtuous, 
nor anywise necessarily connected with virtuous conduct. But 
it may lie still, or go wrong, and will do so, unless a man is 
disposed, and exerts himself to make it act, and keep it right. 
The sinner is not helped out of his difficulty in the least by 
having such a disposition as this. Yea, should we go further, 
- and say, the impenitent sinner might have a heart to embrace 
the gospel, if he would ‘take proper pains in order to it; and 
he might do this, if he was so disposed; and he might be so 
disposed, tf he would try; and he could try, 7f he had a 
mind for it. Yet rr, after all, he has not a mind to try, to be 
disposed, to take any proper pains, to get a heart to embrace 
the gospel, or do. any thing that is good ; he is still in as bad 
a situation as any body supposes him to be in. There is no 
more hope of his coming to good, so long as this is the case 
with him, no more possibility of it, nor do we say any thing 
more in his favour, than if we had only said, as the scripture 
does of the fool, There is a price in his hand to get wisdom ; 
Sut he has no HEART TO IT. Pushing the sinner’s moral de- 
pravity and impotence back in this manner, may get it out of 
sight of those who cannot see above two or three steps: but 
this is all the good it can do. There is still a defect in him 
somewhere ; and such a one as will prove his everlasting ruin, 
unless removed by such grace as he never yet has ex- 


perienced.”’ * 
fam yours, &c. 
* 
ee 
LETTER V. 
Dear Sra, 


Tue second thing which Mr. T. defends, is what he had 
written on men’s inability to deliver themselves from an in- 


* Smalley on the Inability of the Sinner to comply with the Gospel, &c. 
pp. 20, 21. 
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ability : he conceives it must furnish them with an excuse, ‘if 
they cannot deliver themselves from it.” This takes up the 
former part of his Fifth Letter. To be sure, we are now got 
into the regions of metaphysics, if not beyond them; but it 
ought to be remembered, that these modes of speaking are of! . 
Mr. T.’s own invention. I had before urged the consequences 
of Mr. T.’s opinion on this subject, as a sufficient refutation of 
it; but be replies by resuming his old complaint, that | consider 
those subjects separately, which ought to have been considered 
conjointly. This is all that he has advanced in answer to what 
I have written from p. 37 to 41.* 

It should seem, that, in certain circumstances, Mr. T.-will 
admit a moral inability, though real and total, to be blame- 
worthy. That is, 1. Where a person brings it upon himself by 
his own personal wickedness. (XIII. 28.) 2. Where grace is 
offered to deliver him from it, and he refuses it. In these 
cases, it seems, Mr. T. will not become the sinner’s advocate, 
but admit him to be guilty. (XIII. 47.) But let it be closely 
considered, if the thing itself is not blameworthy, let us come 
by it in what manner we may, and though grace should, or 
should not, be provided to deliver us from it, whether either 
of the above circumstances will make it so. We may blame 
a tan for his conduct in bringing his mind znzto such an un- 
impressible”’ state; but the state of the mind itself is not 
thereby made culpable. Mr. T. often appeals to common 
equity among men, whether it is right to punish a man for the 
omission of what was never within the compass of his power ; 
but itis as plain a dictate of common equity, that a man is 
not to blame for the omission of what he has not the power to 
perform at the time, as that he is not to blame for what never 
was in his power. If once he had power, he was then to 
blame, but not since he Jost it; for, as Mr. T. says, ‘ what a 
man cannot do, he cannot do.’”? Samson was to blame for 
losing his hair, and thereby his strength; but not for being 
unable, when he had lost it, to repel the enemy, and preserve 
his eyes. Neither does the possibility of having our moral 
impotency removed, make any alteration as to the thing it- 
self. lf our opposition of heart to God, in itself considered, 


* Pages 271—274, of this volume. 
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is not blameworthy, the circumstance of our having grace 
offered to deliver us from it, cannot make it so. Suppose a 
man to be fallen into some deep pit, and that he is weak, and 
incapable of getting out, but some kind friend offers him his 
hand ; now, says Mr. T., the man is to blame, if he does not 
get out. I answer, He is to blame for rejecting help ; but 
that does not prove him to blame for his own personal inabil- 
ity. Thus, by shifting the argument from one to the other of 
-these three subjects, and dwelling upon none, Mr. T. shuts 
out blameworthiness from all moral impotence, in itself con- 
sidered, and so no man is to blame for the enmity of his heart 
to God, be it ever so great. Though the carnal mind is en- 
mity against God, and is not subject to the law of God, 
neither indeed can be: though their ear is uncircumcised, 
and they cannot hearken ; though they being evil, can- 
not speak good things ; though they have eyes full of adul- 
tery, and cannot cease from sin; and though, upon this 
account, it be impossible but that offences will come: yet 
there is no harm in all this, nothing for which God should 
speak in such a tone of displeasure; the whole of their 
blameworthiness consists either in their getting into such a 
state of mind, or in neglecting to use the means of getting 
out! And thus my argument, after all, stands its ground, 
that, according to Mr. T.’s principles, men are excusable in 
proportion to the strength of their evil propensities. 
Let us next follow Mr. T. in his defence of the third branch 
of his position concerning the non-provision of grace. The 
reader will remember, that the question here is, not whether 
grace is, or 1s Nov provided: but whether, supposing it is not, 
men are excusable in their non-compliance with the gospel. 
Mr. T.’s views upon this subject are as a mill-stone about the 
neck of his system, that must needs sink it in the esteem of all 
who understand the argument, and expect to be saved by grace 
aolne. He talks much of grace, of free grace, and of salvation 
by grace ; and yet it is not more evident that the sun shines at 
| noon-day, than that he makes the whole of our salvation a debt, 
a debt which God, of his ‘‘ universal benevolence,” is excited to 
pay, from the consideration that ‘* we did not bring everlasting 
misery upon ourselves, nor was it ever in our power to avoid 
it.” «(XIL,8f.) 
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It is pity that we should cover our ideas by improper words. 
It is evident, Mr. T. means to appeal to the divine justice ; 
only he has not courage sufficient to say so, and, therefore, 
uses the term benevolence. Yetif this be the truth, that men 
are pitiable creatures, much injured by the fall, but no way con- 
cerned in the guilt of it, nor in any of its certain effects; and 
if this be a consideration with the great Jehovah to save them ; 
what a gospel have we sent us at last, and what a representa- 
tion of the divine character! The Father sends his Son to 
atone for men’s guilt, and deliver them from everlasting mise- 
ry, from the consideration that there was nothing in that guilt, 
antecedently to his sending his Son, and offering them grace, 
that properly deserved such misery, or indeed any misery at 
all! The covenant which God originally made with man is 
so severe, that, if he abide by it, he must deal cruelly with his 
rational offspring ; so severe, that he cannot stand to it through- 
out; but is induced, with a view to make the sons of Adam 
amends for the injury done them by their father’s fall, to send 
them a Saviour, and to offer them assistance, that they may 
make their escape! Surely, all this is but the just picture of 
the divine character and conduct, according to Mr. T.’s scheme. 
But is this the real character and conduct of God? Is mercy 
indeed built up upon the ruins of equity ; or does the grace of 
the second covenant imply a reflection upon the justice of the 
first? Is this the character of that God who declares that men 
who never heard the gospel of grace are without excuse ?—that 
all the world are become guilty before Him semthat salvation is 
altogether of grace ;—that he is not only at liberty to have mer- 
cy on whom he will have mercy, but will exercise that liberty, 
and will have compassion on whom he will have compassion ? 

I urged these consequences inmy Reply, that, according 
to Mr. T.’s scheme, “making this supposed grace the only 
thing which constitutes men accountable beings, was making it- 
pEBT, rather than Grace. And what has Mr. T. said, in 
answer to this objection? (XIII. 49.) ‘1. When I speak of 
grace,’’ says he, “ I wish to speak of real, not supposed grace.” 
That may be, and I hope it is so; but the question is, will his 
hypothesis coincide with the wishes of his heart on this sub- 
ject? “2, Suppose,” says Mr. T. to his friend, ‘ we excuse 
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Mr. F.’s play on the word grace, which is not in the sentence 
to which he is making this laboured reply, and his change of 
puntshed for accountable ; yet still, the position to which he 
refers, does not speak of grace as the only thing which ren- 
ders men accountable. You remember, Sir, the position is, 
‘If men could not avoid it, &c.” Mr. T. seems, all along, 
to wish to represent me as having bestowed great pains to un- 
ravel one poor little period ; whereas what I have written about 
- grace is not merely in reply to that single period, (as was de- 
clared in-my Reply, p. 26.*) but to the whole of what Mr. 
T. had written upon the subject, which in that period happens to 
be nearly expressed. But he denies, that he has represented 
grace as the only thing which renders men accountable ; how 
he can make this denial good, is more than I can conceive. 
He advances three things which, together, would make men 
not accountable. The first two of these he admits actually to 
exist 5.(IX. 44. 57. 59.) the last, therefore, must be the only 
thing left, which can render men accountable, or, if he likes 
it better, punishable. But where is the answer, after all, to 
my objection? Has he proved his notion of grace to be any 
more than debt? Not at all, nor so much as attempted it. 
‘* Is it uncandid to conclude, that it was because he felt the at- 
tempt would have been in vain?” It was further objected, 
that, according to Mr. T.’s scheme, there was no need for 
Christ to have died at all; and that, if the Divine being had 
but let men, alone, and had not provided any grace for them, 
they had been all very innocent; and, if justice had but been 
done them, very happy. To this Mr. T. replies by asking, 
1. Whether I can prove that, withoat the bestowment of grace, 
there would ever have been any men to be free from crimi- 
nality? ‘Can he prove,” says he, ‘that Adam would not 
have died immediately, according to the threatening, if grace 
had not been given in the promise.” (XIII. 50.)—** According 
to the threatening ;’’ that is begging the question. The ques- 
tion is, whether that threatening implied in it the immediate 
and actual execution of corporal death? If what Mr. T. says 
elsewhere is true, namely, that Adam’s posterity were, by his 
fall, ‘ exposed to misery, whatever that misery be,” (XIII. 41.) 


* Page 264.of this volume. ° 
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it could not ; for non-existences could never be exposed to 
misery of any kind. If in Adam all died; if by one man sin 
entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death passed 
uponall men, for all that have sinned ; this must imply the 
existence of all men ; for death cannot pass upon non-entities. 
But it is asked, 2. “Suppose Adam had not died, can Mr, 
F. prove that Adam’s posterity would have been sent to bell 
for their father’s sin, or for any of its necessary consequences ?”” 
Suppose they had not, and ought not, then it only tends to con- 
firm my reasoning, rather than to refute it ; which was_to 
prove, that if things are as Mr. T. represents, men might 
have been innocent and happy, if Jesus had never died ; and so, 
that the gift of Christ and the gospel was no real benefit, but 
rather a curse upon the world, as it is this only that has render- 
ed men capable of sinning, so as to become everlastingly misera- 
ble. 

The remaining questions (XIII. 52.) have, forthe sub- 
stance of them, been already discussed. (Reply, 46—49.*) 
Neither are they in point to the present subject in debate. 
They contain a question of fact ; but that which is now in dis- 
cussion isa question of right. Were I to admit the universal 
extent of Christ’s death as a fact, and the utmost advantages as 
resulting from it ; still 1 should reprobate, with all the powers 
of my soul, the principles upon which Mr. T. pleads for it, as 
destructive of the grace of the gospel, and hostile to the throne 
of God. 

“Mr. T. bad maintained, (IX. 57. 59.) 1. That man was so 
reduced by the fall, as to be totally unable to do any thing 
really good: 2. That, if he had been left in this condition, he 
would not have been to blame for not doing it, but that his 
inability would have been his excuse; yea, let his practices 
have been as vile as they might, upon the supposition of grace 
not being provided, he declares, that he would have been ex- 
cusable, and that all real good whatever might be denied to be 
the duty of the unprincipled mind.’’ From hence IT con- 
cluded, that if it were so, then Christ did not die for the sins of 
any man; because, antecedently to the consideration of his 
death, and of grace being given in him, there was no sin, Or 
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blameworthiness, to atone for. What a bustle does Mr. T. 
make concerning this conclusion ; calling it ‘© a wonderful pas- 
sage,” and the reasonings “* mere parade ;’’ imputing it to the 
« imbecility of the human mind, and to the disadvantageous sit- 
uation to which the most upright disputant may be reduced,” 
&c. (XIN. 52.) I smile at this friendly apology ; but must own 
it appears to me more adapted to himself than his opponent. 
’ I before wrote in the language of diffidence : the consequences 
of Mr. T.’s sentiments appeared so eversive of the whole gos- 
- pel, that I could hardly belp suspecting | must have mistaken 
him, somehow or oth@r. Accordingly, lt gave hima fair oppor- 
tunity to clear himself, if he could. But it is now time for that 
language to be laid aside. He has tried to defend his bypothe- 
sis, but it is absolutely indefensible. 

What has Mr. T. said in answer to my reasoning ? Why he 
has, as usual, asked a number of questions.* ‘+ Suppose Christ 
had never come, and no grace had been provided, does note Mr. 
Fi he asks, ‘allow that man is a free agent, and therefore 
might have sinned voluntarily ?”’ (XIII. 51.) Yes, Ido; I 
suppose the devil to be a free agent, though his heart is, and 
ever will be, invariably set in him to do evil ; but the question 
here is, not what Tallow, but what Mr T. allows. Though / 
allow man to be a free agent, independent of the grace of the 
gospel, he does not : he considers moral as well as natural ne- 
cessity as inconsistent with free agency ; that, if no grace were 
provided, “let a man’s practices be as vile as they might, he 
would be excusable.” And it was from his supposition, and not 
from mine, that | was reasoning. 

But he asks further, ‘Js nothing done -wrong in this world 
but what is the necessary and unavoidable effect of Adam/’s trans- 
gression ? Are not all our voluntary sins justly chargeable upon 
us?” (XIII. 52.) I answer, 1 know of no such necessity that 
impels men to sin rzvoluntarily ; and as to the evils that gre now 
done in the world, or not done, they are nothing at ail to the 
point ; nor whether they are done in consequence of Adam’g 
transgression or not. Suppose they are done simply in conse- 


# Mr. T. seems, expected to be answered in a way of direct reply. But 
it would filla volume of no small size, only to give a direct answer to al! 
his and Mr. Martin’s questions. 
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quence of men’s own free agency; will Mr. T. allow that they 
would have had that free agency, and have been accountable 
beings, without the death of Christ and the grace of the gospel ? 
If he will not, the consequence still remains unmoved, that, ac- 
cording to him, ‘ Christ did not come into the world to save men 
from sin, but rather to put them into a capacity of sinning; as 
it is in consequence of his death, and that alone, that guilt be- 
comes chargeable upon them.’ But if, on the other, he will al- 
low this, he must, in so doing, disallow of the substance of all his 
former reasonings. Particularly, he must disown that extrava- 
gant language, that, “ if my principles arearue, let a man’s prac- 
tices be as vile us they may, he may excuse himself from blame.”’ 

“ Mr. F. justly observes,” says Mr. T., ** that I suppose fallen 
man really and totally unable to do good ; and! explained 
my meaning, by saying spiritually good: but is there no me- 
dium between doing what is spiritually good, and going to the 
utmost lengths of wickedness? Are men under the necessity 
of working all abominations, because they cannot, without 
divine grace, serve God spiritually ? Do not men work these 
abominations ? Did not Christ die to atone for them? Did he 
not then die for OUR SINS 2” (XIII. 52.) Now Mr. T. thinks 
he has escaped the charge. But let it be observed, though, in 
one place he had used the term spiritual, yet in another he 
extended blamelessness to “ practices be they As vILE as they 
MAY, if my sentiments were true ;” that is, if grace were not 
provided. Now, whatever medium there may be between not 
doing things spiritually good and working all abominations, there 
is none, I should think, between vile practices and abominations. 
Mr. T., therefore, is as far offas ever from removing the shock~- 
ing consequences of his sentimenis. 

Tam, &c. 


LETTER VI.j *. AGNOSTOS. 379 


LETTER VI. 


Dear Sir, 

Peruars Mr. T. will again complain, that too much is 
made of the Ratio ex concessis and the Reductio ad absurdum. 
(XIII. 53.) Well, it is not my wish to bear too hard upon him ; 
though, after all, it would have discovered a commendable frank- 
ness, consonant to his own profession, (XIII. 15.) to have con- 
fessed that he bad said rather too much, instead of complaining 
of me for having improved it against him. But let us take it as 
he has now stated it, that without the grace of God, men cannot 
do any thing really or spiritually good ; but they may do some 
things otherwise good, or at least refrain from gross immorali- 
ties ; and this is all they are obliged to do, antecedently to the 
bestowment of grace ; and consequently the whole of their 
sin consists in the contrary of this ; and these are all the sins 
for which there was any need for Christ to atone. Now, will 
Mr. T. stand to this bypothesis ? It is the only ground left him 
tostand upon, in supporting the body of bis system. And, in 
order to possess this, he must retract his extravagant sentence in 
p- 59 of his Nine Letters ; and perhaps much more. Let him 
soberly consider, whether he can stand his ground, even here, 
without giving up at least the ¢hree following sentiments, each 
of which he has hitherto avowed, and for one of them most stren- 
uously contended. 

1. That the moral law is spiritual, and requires love to God 
with all the heart ; and that this jaw is the rule of life to fallen 
men, antecedent to, and independent of, the consideration'of the 
bestowment of grace. If nothing but an abstinence from gross 
abominations is incumbent on men, antecedent to the bestow- 
ment of grace ; then either the moral law does not require the 
heart, or men are not under it as the rule of life. 

2, That, if unconverted sinners are preserved from the 
greatest lengths of wickedness, it is to be ascribed to the pre- 
venting and restraining grace of God. This Mr. 'T. has hith 
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erto avowed. (XIII. 30) But, if he will maintain the above 
hypothesis, this alte must be given up. The whole of Mr. T.’s 
argument (X Il. 52.) goes upon the supposition, that, if grace 
had never been bestowed or provided, yet men might have re- 
frained from gross abominations ; for it is brought te prove, that 
men would not have been witenly blameless without the provi- 
sion of grace ; and so that there were some sins for Christ to die 
for, antecedently to the cousideration of his death and the 
grace of the gospel. . But, if so, ibeir being preserved from gross 
wickedness is not, and ought not to be, ascribed to the grace of 
God. — ; se zs 

oe That Christ died for the sins of the whole world. I need 
not prove to the reader, that Mr. T. maintains this sentiment ; 
but, ifhe will abide by the above hypothesis, this (all-import- 
ant as he accounts it) must be given up. It is well known, that 
the far greater part of the world die in infancy ; but dying 
infants, according to the above hypothesis, (and indeed ac- 
cording to all that he bas written,)-can bave no sin, in any sense 
whatever, for which Christ could have to atone. He could 
not, therefore, die for them ; and, as they make the greatest 
part of the human race, it must follow that Christ did not die 
for the sins of one half of the world, after all. Thus Mr. T. by 
his notion of men being excusable on account of their moral 
inabifity, is driven toa most painful dilemma : he is driven to 
waintain, E1THER that men, antecedently to the death of Christ 
and the grace of the gospel, are not free agents at all; are 
not accountable beings, no, not for even ‘the vilest of prac- 
tices ;” (as be did in his Nine Letters ;) and then. it follows, 
that Christ did not die to atone for the sins of any man, but 
only for Adam’s first transgression, there being no sins _ for 
which he could have to atone ;.and that his death. and the 
grace of the gospel, must be a curse to the world rather than 
a blessing ; as it is in consequence of this, and this alone, that 
guilt becomes chargeable on men: or ELSB, according to 
what be has,advanced in his last performance, that men, with- 
out the grace of the gospel, would have been free agents én 
part; that they would have been capable of performing the 
externals of religion, and 1efraining from gross abominations ; 
that they’, as fallen creatures, are accountable for the contrary 
of these, and for that only; and that itis for sins of this de- 
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scription only that Christ could have to atone ;* and then it 
follows, that the law, as arule of life to fallen men, is not 
spiritual ; that if men are preserved from gross abominations, 
it is not to be ascribed to preventing grace; and that Christ 
did not die for the sins of all mankind. 

Mr. T., it has been observed, has hitherto allowed that the 
moral law is spiratwal, and, as such, is the rule of life to fallen 
men ; (XIII 60.) but his other sentiments will not suffer him, 
consistently, to abide by this. ‘To be consistent with them, he 
must either deny the spirituality of the law, or else its jus- 
dice and goodness ; that is, he must deny that it is fit to be a 
rule of life to fallen men. Mr. T. admits the law, at present, 
to be spiritual ; it must not, however, take cognizance of the 
state of the heart or mind; the mind may be tie subject of 
an evil propensity, and yet be innocent ; (XIII. 42.) so then, 
the carnal mind, which is enmity against God, is neverthe- 
less, in that respect, blameless. All that is forbidden is ‘ the 
indulgence of evil propensity, and the neglect of grace by 
which he might be delivered from it.’ Nor are these all the 
subtractions that Mr. T.’s scheme requires. Even here, it is 
not just that it should require any more than men can, some 
way or other, find in their hearts to give; for he lays this 
down as a maxim, that no man ought to be punished for what 

he cannot avoid. (XIII. 53.) But if it is not right that the 
law should require any more than men can in every sense 
perform, or punish them for their defects, then it must fol- 
low, that either men can now perform all the law requires of 
them, or else, the law is unreasonable, and so can be 
neither just nor good, nor fit to be a rule of life to fallen men. 
Which way will Mr. T. turn himself in this case? Will he 
affirm, that men now can, in every sense, perform all that the 
law requires? Sometimes, he seems as if he would; for he 
speaks of the law, as forbidding only the indulgence of sin ; 
and of grace, as being provided to deliver us from that. (XIII. 
Al.) Here, if his words have any meaning, they must mean, 
that men may, through the grace of God, comply with all the 
law requires. And yet, in other places, he allows that no 


* It istrue, Mr. T. talks of Christ having to atone for sins of other de- 
scriptions; but surely, it is quite absurd to, speak of his dying to atone for 
sing, for which we were never blameworthy er accountable, 
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man since the fall, possesses an ability, either naturally or by 
the grace of God, perfectly to keep the law. (XIII. 60, 61.) 
But what in and out work is here! One of these positions 
must be retracted ; and Mr. T. is welcome to retract which 
of them he pleases. He may choose his ground. Neither 
will support him, without giving up the spirztuality, justice, 
and goodness of the law, as a rule of life to fallen men. 

If he retract the first, and allow that men cannot, even with 
the grace of the gospel, keep the law perfectly; then, he 
must either maintain the law to be unreasonable, or give up 
all his former reasonings, and allew that it is right that God 
should require men to do that which they are, and always 
were, and always will be, in this life, morally unable to do. 
if he choose to retract his other position, (XIII. 61.) and main- 
tain, that, by the grace of God, men are now able to comply 
with all that the law requires, and to avoid all that it forbids, 
still he is never the nearer. This sentiment is as hostile to 
the native justice and goodness of the law, as any position Mr. 
T. has advanced. For as to what men are able to do by the 
grace of God, that is nothing to the purpose. In order to jus- 
tify the law, it is necessary that we should, in some sense, be 
able to obey it, prior to, and independently of, the provisions 
of the gospel. To introduce the bestowment of grace, in 
order to vindicate the equity of the law, is injurious to both 
law and gospel: to the first, as supposing it, in itself, unjust ; 
to the last, as rendering it not grace, but debt. Suppose the 
ktng and parliament of Great Britain should enact a law, re- 
quiring the inhabitants of any particular town to pay one thou- 
sand pounds annually by way of tax. At the time of the law 
being enacted, those inhabitants were well able to pay it, and 
afterwards became poor, and entirely unable. The govern- 
ment, however, still continue the law in force, notwithstand- 
ing their pecuniary inability. But the Prince of Wales, with 
the concurrence of the king and parliament, graciously remits, 
or offers to remit, to these poor inhabitants, what shall be suf- 
ficient for the payment of the tax. Quere, 1. Does this re- 
mittance render the law which continued to require a thou- 
sand pounds, when the inhabitants were unable to pay it, in 
itself, just or good? 2. Is it to the honour of the prince, any 
more than of the king and parliament, to call such a remit- 
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tance by the name of grace, when its only purpose is to screen 
the government from the charge of injustice ? I am per- 
suaded that such a piece of conduct as Mr. T.’s system ascribes 
to the great God, is what the honourable characters before- 
mentioned would scorn to be engaged in. Such a law, un- 
doubtedly, ought to be repealed. Should it be urged, for its 
continuance, that it should stand as it was, for the purpose of 
convincing the inhabitants of their sin in not complying with 
it, (XLII, 130.) they would reply, ‘Convince us of sin? no, 
that it can never do, but rather convince us of its own cruelty 
and its maker’s tyranny. ‘But, perhaps, you have not done 
so much towards complying with it, as you might have done.’ 
‘Be it so: this can be no proper mean of convincing us of 
sin ; let us have a law equal to our capacity, and then, so far 
as we fall short of it, that will be a proper mean of conviction, 
but no other.” 

The reader will not suppose that I am pleading for the repeal 
of God’s law ; I suppose men’s natural abilities are still equal 
to its demands: but my design is barely to show, that, accord- 
ing to the tendency of Mr. T.’s principles, the law cannot be 
either just or good, and the gospel is not grace, but debt. 

Mr. T. often talks of his opponent taking his threefold argu- 
ment, and answering it conjointly. When an author ad- 
vances contrary positions, it is very difficult to know what are 

“his real sentiments; otherwise Mr. T. has sufficiently answer- 
ed himself. 1. He allows that men are unable to keep God’s 
law perfectly. (XIII. 60) 2. He will not pretend to say, 
that they ever could so keep it, since they were intelligent be- 
ings. (XiIIl. 60.) And 3. What is more, he does not pro- 
fess to hold that grace is provided sufficient to enable them to 
keep it. (XIII. 61.) Here, then, all the three members of 
Mr. T.’s position concur, respecting men’s inability to keep 
the law perfectly. ‘They could never avoid it, cannot deli- 
yer themselves from it, and the blessed God has not made such 
provision as is necessary to deliver them:” and yet Mr. T. 
allows that they ought to keep it, notwithstanding ; (XIII. 60.) 
and, it should seem, their not keeping it is their sin, of which 
the law is a proper mean to convince them. (XIII. 150.) 
The reader is here left to make his own reflections. 

But “is it right for a man to be eternally punished for 
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what he could never possibly avoid? This is the question,” 


says Mr. T. “to which T think Mr. F. with all bis ingeni- 


ous labour, has not attempted to give a direct answer. Yet 
nothing is done, till. a direct answer a given.” (XIII. 51.) 
I reply, 1. If there be any weight in Mr. T's $ reasoning, it 
must affect all punishment, as well as eternal punishment :* 
and if so, the sentence of corporal death, which, in consequence 
of Adam’s transgression, has passed upon all men, and is exe- 
cuted upon millions who bave never actually sinned, must be 
an unrighteous sentence : 2. Tf man, as a fallen, polluted crea- 
ture, is blameless, he must, if justice be done him, as such, 
be unexposed to punishment, either here or hereafter, and 
consequently must, as such, need no Saviour at all. To speak, 
therefore, of the fall as rendering a Saviour necessary, as Mr. 
T. himself seems to do, (XIII. 140. 142.) or to say, with the 


* My good opinion of Mr. T.’s integrity and piety makes me utterly 
at aloss how to account for the insinuation, that it has been generally 
acknowledged by the ‘‘ unhappy men’’ who deny the -eternity of future 
punishment, and hold with ‘‘ universal salvation, that deforea man can 
be of their sentiments, he must be a Calvinist.”? To be sure, we cannot 
be certain that no one person who embraced the general-restitution 
scheme, was weak or wicked enough to drop such an expression; though 
T never heard of such an instance. But, to justify the manner in which 
this inuendo is brought in, it ought at least, to have been a common, 
repeated acknowledgment, made by some of the mos: eminent patrons 
of that system Surely the late Bishop of Bristol was never led into it 
by hésCalvinism : nor havel ever heard of Dr. Priestley or Dr. Chauncey, 
as suggesting that this was the effect of their former Calvinism. It is 
very evident that they were first far from Calvinism, before they es- 
poused that notion. I wish Mr. 1. (if this paragraph could indeed be 
his writing, and was not added to his manuscript by some unknown per- 
son, devoid of conscience, te blacken Calvinism at any rate 3) would fa- 
vour us with the names of ‘¢these unhappy men who have so frequently 
said’’ it. Were it needful, 1 could name a member of Mr. T.’s own 
church, who hes pleaded for universal salvation, without being led into it 
by any previous Calvinism. 

But the Monthly Review, for July 1789, has afforded an oppertunity 
of appealing to Mr. T’.’s conscience still more forcibly on this article. 
Does Mr. 'T. believe that the gentleman by whom he himself is there 
abused for his “sulphurious discourse’? ou the eternity of future pun- 
ishment could never have treated a scriptural doctrine with so much con- 
tempt, if the reviewer had not once heen a Calvinist? Monthly Review, 
p, 95. ne 
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apostle, that, as by one man’s disobedience many were made sin- 
ners: so by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous, 
must be altogether improper. But perhaps Mr. T. will still 
complain of the want of a direct answer. Well, if another form 
will please him better, let it stand thus : . 
The fall and its necessary effects are what Mr. T. calls una- 
voidable by us: Christ, by laying down his life, delivered us 
- from the fall and its necessary effects:* Christ died, therefore, 
to deliver us from what Mr. T. calls unavoidable.’ But Christ 
would not have died to deliyer us from a punishment which we 
never deserved. I do conclude, therefore, that we deserve 
everlasting misery for that which, in Mr. T.’s sense of the word, 
is unavoidable. 


1 am yours, &c. 


ae 
SSS 
* 
LETTER VII. 
Dear Sir, 


THeRE is one question more which Mr. T’. holds up in his 
Sixth Letter, the solution of which goes a great way towards the 
deciding of the controversy between us: this is, Whether na- 
tural power is, to all intents and purposes, sufficient to render 
us accountable beings, in respect of moral or spiritual exer- 
cises ? ; 

This question I promised to discuss before we had done. 
Previously however to entering upon it, let it be observed 
that, if natural power zs sufficient for the above purpose ; and 
that, antecedent to, and independent of, the bestowment of 
grace; then five parts out ofvsix, at least, of Mr. T.’s Fourth, 
Fifth, and Sixth Letters, are to no purpose. All his exclama- 
tions against men being required to perform what they have 
no power to accomplish ; blamed for their omission of it, &c. 


* Rom. v. 15—21. 1Cor. xv. 22. 1 Thes. i. 10. 
Vioreve 38C 
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&e. Ce rest upon the supposition that natural power is a 
power or, however, not such power as towender men account- > 
able for omitting moral and spiritual exercises. All Mr. T.’s 
exclamations, likewise, in his Nine Letters, upon the cruelty of 
punishing men moreseverely,. rest upon this supposition, that na- 
tural power is of no account ; for the cruelty against which he 
there exclaims, consists in punishing men ‘‘ for not doing what 
it never was in his power to do.” (XIII. 58.) Now, if the con- 
trary of this can be proved, the body of Mr. T.’s system will 
be overturned. * 

When I affirm that, ‘natural power is, to all intents and pur- 
poses, sufficient to render men Rchiutable beings,” Mr. T. 
calls for proof; (XII. 56. ;) yea, and suggests that I have ac- 
knowledged the contrary in my first treatise. Whether I hay 
, not proved this matter already, and whether Mr. T. has not F 
lowed me to have proved it, we will now inquire. 

1. I have proved that natural strength, is the measure of 
men’s obligation to love God ; being that rule according to which 
we are required to love him: Thou shalt love Jehovah thy God 
with ALL THY srReNcrH. To this Mr. T. has made no reply: 
‘but, on the contrary, has allowed my* reasoning to be very 
conclusive. (IX. 67.) 

2. Ihave proved that men are obliged to the performance of 
all duty, and are inexcusable for their omission of it, antecedent 
to, and independent of, the bestowment of grace. (Reply, p. 
50.*) To this also, Mr. T. has made no reply; but, on the 
contrary, has told us, that he “ wishes to oppose nothing con- 
tained in it, so far as the present subject is concerned.’ (XIII. 
59.) . Mr. 'P. therefore has fully allowed me to have proved my 
point, and consequently to have proved that the body of his own 
reasonings is fallacious. Surely Mr. T. must have engaged in a 
controversy which he does not sufliciently understand ; how 
else could he allow of these sentiments, and at the, same time 
maintain their opposites ? 

To the above arguments might be added, the universal’ si- 
lence of scripture in respect of the internal operations of grace 
being necessary to render men avequntable beings, as to moral 
und spiritual exercises. The seripture is not silent upon what 
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itis that renders us moral agents ; but never, that I remem- 
ber, gives us the least hint of grace, or the Spirit’s opera- 
tions, being necessary to that end Whenever God speaks of 
‘men in a way of complaint or censure, he urges their enjoy- 
ment of natural. powers, outward advantages, means, and op- 
portunities, as what rendered it fit and reasonable for better 
things to have been expected at their hands. Rehearsing what 
he had done for Israel, and complaining of their ungrateful 
returns, he says, What was there more to be done to my vine- 
yard,* that I have not done in it ? Wherefore, when I look- 
ed that it should bring forth grapes, brought it - orth wild 
grapes | ’? Isa, v. 1-7. It is plain, here, that God reckoned 
himself to have done enough for them, to warrant an expecta- 
tion, speaking after the manner of men, of better returns ; 
_ and yet here is no mention, of any thing but external privi- 
leges, means, and opportunities, which were bestowed upon 
them. It is trae, God issaid to have given his good Spirii, 
to instruct them; but the meaning ‘of that is, he inspired his 
servants the prophets, and sent them with repeated messages 
of instruction ; or, as it is explained in the same place, He 
testified against them. by his Spirit in the prophets. Neh. ix. 
20. 30. These messages and messengers were what Stephen 
accused them with have always resisted. Which of the pro- 
phets, said he, have not your fathers persecuted? and this 
he justly calls a resistance of the Holy Spirit. Acts vii. 51, 52. 
When Christ complained of Chorazin and Bethsaida, he made 
no mention of the internal operations of his grace, as the ground 
of bis just expectations, but barely of the mighty works which he 
he had wrought among them. Matt. xi. 20—24. So, when the 
apostle pronounces the heathen to be without excuse, and in- 
forms us wherefore they wereso, he makes no mention of grace 
which they either had, or might have had, but of the evidence 
afforded to; them by the visible creation, by which he intimates 
that the invisible power and Godhead of its Creator might have 
been known, had they been but of aright temper of mind. 


& 


Rom. i. 19. 26.4 . 


ony Wy mivpy-nn See Trueman’s Discourse of Natural and Moral 
Impotence p. 179. 
+ See Bellamy’s True Religion Delineated, pp. 121--127 
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But Mr. T. thinks I have contradicted all this by asserting that 
“natural ability is not of itself sufficient for the performance 
of good.”” Cannot Mr. T. then, discern the difference between 
what is sufficient to render us accountable beings, and what is 
sufficient for the actual performance of good? Ifa man is pos- 
sessed of reason and conscience, he bas that which, to all intents 
and purposes, renders him an accountable being; and any court 
upon earth would treat him as responsible for any trust which 
might be rejosed in his hands; but, if he is not possessed of zn- 
tegrity, he bas not that in him which is sufficient for the securi- 
ty of his master’s prppertys or apy service which i js tonily” vir- 


tuous. e" 
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DEAR ‘Sr, 

ANOTHER question in debate between myself and Mr. T. is, 
Whether faith in Christ bea requirement of the moral law q 
On this subject Mr. T. has written his Seventh and Righth Let- 
ters. If! understand the ‘force of this question in the present 
controversy, it is this; that it involves the doctrine of a provi- 
sion of grace, in order to make it equitable. Mr. T. consitlers 
faith as an additional obligation to those required by the moral 
law, and therefore thinks it a hard ‘and inequitable requirement, 
if grace is not provided to enable us to comply. (IX. 46.) 

On this subject Mr. T, admits that “ the moral law+-demands, 
that whatever is revealed in the gospel, or any other dispen- 
sation, be received by all rational creatures to whom that reve- 
jation is made” (XIII. 69.) This is all that I have pleaded for. 
1 do not suppose the moral law expressly. but radically, or re-— 
motely, to require faith in Christ. 1 only contend, that that love 
which the law expressly requires, would lead'a person possess- 
ed of it, to embrace the gospel. And herein, it seems, we are 
agreed. 
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But Mr. T. seems to think it very improper on this account, 
to say, that faith in) Christ is a requirement of the moral law ; 
as improper as to say, that circumcision, baptism, and the 
Lord’s supper, are requirements of that, law, on account ot 
their being remotely required by it. (XIII. 70.) In short, he 
seems to constder faith. in Christ as a part of positive law, and 
therefore not, strictly speaking, moral. To which it is replied, 

Supposing faith in Christ to be a part of positive law, yet, if 
compliance, with it is justly ‘demanded by the moral law,” 
which Mr. T. says it is, then it would not follow, that itis such 
, an additional obligation on men, as to require additional grace in 
“order to render it equitable. But further, 

If I understand the nature of positive law, as distinguished 
from moral, it is that which arises, not fromthe nature of things, 
but from the mere will of the lawgiver. 1 am not acquainted 
with any one positive law, the opposite of which might not have 
been enjoined, in equal consistency with the moral character of 
God. But it is not so with respect to moral obligations : they 
are stich as it would be contrary to the moral character of God 
not to require, or to require their opposites. Now, surely, the 
requirement of faith in Christ, where the gospel is proclaimed, 
has this property attending it. It would be inconsistent with 
the perfections of God to allow men to reject the gospel of his 
Son, or to feel indifferent towards it. 

Surely Mr. T.. ismuch mistaken, in supposing, that whatever 
is strictly. ‘moral is universally and alike binding in all times, 
places, and circumstances. (XIII. 71. ) Obedience to parents, 
and love to children, with many other duties of the moral law, 
are binding on persons who have parents to obey, and children 
to love ; but not on those who have'none. 

Mr. T. in the beginning of his Seventh Letter, takes pains 
to reconcile his admitting the law to be ‘an infallible test of 
right and wrong,” and, at the same time, affirming, that ‘final 
misery is not brought upon sinners by their transgression of the 
law, but by their rejection of the overtures of mercy.” (XIII. 
65—68.) In the first of these sentiments we are both agreed. 
As tothe last, | admit that the rejection of mercy aggravates 
men’s destruction, and, therefore, is a cause of it; which the 
scriptures he has cited undoubtedly prove ; but that sinners 
perish merely for rejecting the gospel, and not for transgressing 
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the law, wants proof. Perhaps it might be much easier proved, 
that men will not be punished for rejecting the gospel, any fur- 
ther than as such rejection involves in ita transgression of the 
law. Mr. T. complains (XII. 77.) of my supposing, that he 
makes the gospel a new system of government, taking place of 
the moral law, and is persuaded I had no authority for such a 
supposition. And yet, without this supposition, I do not see 
the force of what he labours to illustrate and establish, as above. 

If Mr. T. here means any thing different from what I admit, it 
must be to maintain, that the death of Christ has, in such sort, 

atoned for the sins of the whole world, as that no man shall be | 
finally condemned for his breaking the moral law, but merely” 
for the sin of unbelief. If this is not his meaning, I ask his par- 

don for misunderstanding him. If it is, this is, to all intents and 

purposes, making the gospel a new system of Seb igre “ts taking 

place of the moral law. 

It may, in a sense, be said of arebel, who refuses to lay down 
his arms and submit to mercy, (which in a case more in point 
than that of a condemned criminal in the hands of justice,) that, 
when he comes to be punished, he will die because he refused 
the king’s pardon ; but it 1s easy to see, that the word because is, 
in this connexion, used improperly.’ It does not mean, that the 
refusal of mercy is the crime, and the only crime, for which he 
suffers ; no, this is not the direct or procuring, so much as the 
Occasional, cause of his punishment. REBELLION is that for 
which he suffers; and his refusal of mercy is no further a pro- 
curing cause of it, than as it is a perseverance in rebellion, and, 
as it were, the completion of it. 


* Tam, &c. 
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LETTER IX. 


. Dear Sir, 

Tue last article in debate between myself and Mr. ‘Tay- 
lor, concerns the extent of Christ’s death. On this subject I 
stated my own views by way of explanation; offered evidence 
that Christ, in his vicarious sufferings and death, had an abso- 
lute determination to save some of the human race ; noticed 
Mr. T.’s arguments ; endeavoured to show the consistency of a 
limitation of design in the death of Christ with the indefinite 
call of the gospel, &c. and concluded with some general re- 
flections upon the whole. On these subjects Mr. T. has fol- 
lowed me ; and I shall attempt to follow oe: with a few addi- 
tional remarks. 

In stating my sense of the limited extent of Christ’s death, 
I admitted that the sufferings of Christ were sufficient for the 
salvation of the whole world, had the race of mankind, or the 
multitude of their offences, been a thousand times more nume- 
rous than they are, if it had pleased God to render them effectual 
to that end. Ido not consider the necessity of an atonement 
as arising from the number of sins, but from the nature of them. 
As the same sun which is necessary to enlighten the present 
inhabitants of the earth, is sufficient to enlighten many millions 
more; and as the same perfect obedience of Christ, which 
was necessary for the justification of one sinner, is sufficient 
to justify the millions that are saved; so, I apprehend, the 
same infinite atonement would have been necessary for the sal- 
vation of one soul, consistently with justice, as for the salvation 
. of a world. 

Il admit that ‘‘ the death of Christ has opened a way where- 
by God can forgive any sinner whatever, who returns to him 
by Jesus Christ;’’ and that, in perfect consistency with the 
honour of the supreme Lawgiver, and the general good of his 
extensive empire. ‘If we were to suppose, for argument’s 
sake, that all the inhabitants of the globe should thus return,”’ 
I do not conceive that ‘one soul need be sent away for want 
of a Sufficiency in the death of Christ to render their pardon 
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and acceptance consistent with the rights of justice.” (Reply, 
p- 64.*) All’ the limitation@Z maintain in the death of Christ 
arises from pure sovereignty : it is a limitation of design. 

Now, seeing the above is conceded, whence arises the pro- 
priety of all those arguments in Mr. T.’s piece, which proceed 
upon the supposition of the contrary? The latter part of his 
Ninth letter, which is taken up in exposing the consequences of 
maintaining an indefinite invitation without a universal provision, 
overlooks the above concessions. I have admitted the necessity 
of a universal provision, as a ground of invitation; and that, im 
two respects :—1. A provision of pardon in behalf of all those 
who shall believe in Christ ; 2. A provision of means and mo- 
tives to induce them to believe. And if no more than this were 
meant by the term provision, | should not object to it. And if 
by Christ’s dying for the whole world were meant no more than 
this, I should not wish to have any dispute about it. Now, if 
Mr. T. had been disposed to attend to things, and not merely — 
to words, and to. keep to the point in hand, he should have 
_ proved, that this provision, which J admitted, was insufficient to 
render the invitations of the gospel consistent, and should have 
pointed out, wherein the provision for which he pleads has the 
advantage of it. Mr. T. was reminded of this in my Reply, pp. 
101, 102.t but I do not recollect that he has taken any notice 
of 10h 

I do not see, I confess, but that the parable of the marriage 
feast, Matt. xxit. 4, 5. is as consistent with my hypothesis, as 
with that of Mr. T. (XIII. 134.) I never supposed but: that 
all things were ready ; or that even those who made light of 
it, if they had come in God’s way, would have been disap- 
pointed. All I suppose is, that provision was not made effectu- 
ally to persuade every one to embrace it; and that without such 
effectual persuasion, no one ever did, or will, embrace God’s 
way of salvation. 

Mr. T. proceeds to draw some conclusions which he nk 
very unfavourable to my sentiments. _‘* We have no authori- ’ 
ty,” says he, “on this scheme, to ascribe the limitation to 
any cause but want of love.” This, he apprehends, is high- 


* Page 294 of this volume. 
+ Pages 324, 325 of this volume, 
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ly derogatory to the honour of God; especially as love in his 
darling attribute. (XIII. 80.) But all this reasoning proceeds 
upon the supposition that God must be accused of want of 
love to his rebellious creatures, unless he does for their sal- 
vation, all that he could do consistently with justice. Now, 
let it be observed, Mr. T. sometimes tells us, that he does 
not oppose the doctrine of an absolute determination for the 
- salvation of some of the human race. (XIII. 92.) But, if he 
admit this as consistent with what he has advanced, then he 
must admit that God could have actually saved the whole 
world in the same absolute way, and not have suffered any of the 
human race to perish ; and all this too, in consistency with 
justice. And yet he does not. What then? According to 
Mr. T. al! must be ascribed to want of love. Further: 
Mr. T., 1 should think, will not deny that God could have 
spread the gospel, and that consistently both with his own 
justice, and with man’s free agency, all over the earth, and 
at every ‘period of time since the fall of man; and yet he has 
not. Yea, before the coming of his Son, he suffered all na- 
tions but one, for many ages, to walk in their own ways ; this, 
according to Mr. T ’s_ reasonings, must all be ascribed to want’ 
of love, and so lie as a reproach upon God’s character.* 


* An objection much like the above was once urged by Mr. Wesley 
against Mr. Hervey.—‘ Will God,’’ said Mr. W. “ deny what is neces- 
sary for the present comfort and final acceptance of any one soul that he 
has made? Would you deny it to any, if it were in your power ?’?—To 
which the ingenious Mr. Hervey replied, ‘¢ To show the error of such a 
sentiment, and the fallacy of such reasoning, i shall just mention a re- 
cent melancholy fact: News is brought, that the Prince George man of 
war, Admiral Broderick’s own ship, is burnt and sunk, and above four 
hundred souls, that wer: on board, are perished. Six hours the flames 
prevailed ; while every means were used to preserve the ship and crew ; 
but allto no purpose. In the mean time, shrieks and groans, bitter 
-moanings and piercing cries, were heard from every quarter. Raving, 
despair, and even madness, presented themselves in a variety of forms. 
Some ran to and fro, distracted with terror, not knowing what they did, 
or what they should do, Others jumped overboard from all parts; and 
to avoid the pursuit of one death, leaped into the jaws of another. 
Those unhappy wretches who could not swim, were obliged to remain 
upon the wreck, though flakes of fire fell on their bodies. Soon the 
masts went away, and killed numbers. Those who were not killed 
thought themselves happy to get upon the floating timber. Nor yet 


Vou. I. 3D 


*: 
394 LETTERS OF [Lerrer IX. 


qd 

Mr. T.’s own scheme, as well as mine, supposes that God 
does not do all that for some men which he could, and which 
is necessary to their salvation. He supposes, that if what was 
done for Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum without effect, 
had been done for Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom, it would have been 
effectual. (XIII. 25.) And yet thiswas not done. To what 
is this to be imputed? Surely God could have sent the gos- 
‘pel to the one, as well as tothe other. Isee not what cause 
Mr. T. will find to impute this to, but what he calls a want 
of love. 

But Mr. T. suggests, that the conduct of our blessed Sa- 
viour, according to my scheme, would resemble that of a 
person who should invite another to an entertainment, with- 
out a design that he should partake of it. (XIII. 84.) Bat, 
if a comparison must be made, ought it not rather to be with 
a person who sincerely invites his neighbours to a plentiful 
banquet, and never designed any other but that whoever comes 
shall be entertaned with a hearty welcome ; but did ‘not de- 
sign, after all fair means were used, and repeated insults re- 
ceived, to do all that perhaps he could to overcome their 
pride and prejudice, and so bring them to the entertainment. 
If this would destroy the sincerity of the invitation, so would 
foreknowledge ; and it might as plausibly be objected, How 
can any being act sincefely in inviting men to partake of that 
which he knows, at the same time, they willnever enjoy ? 

Mr. T.’s scheme appears to him to have many advan- 
tages ; particularly he thinks it is consistent with the general 
tenor of scripture ; clears the conduct of the Father of mer- 
cies from the appearance of cruelly ; and leaves the obdurate 


were they safe; for, the fire having communicated itself to the guns, 
which were loaded and shotted, they swept multitudes from this their 
last refuge.—What say you, Sir, to this dismal narrative? Does not your 
heart bleed? Would you have stood by, and denied your succour, if if 
had been in your power to help? Yet the Lord saw this extreme dis- 
ttess. Heheard their piteous moans. He was able to save them, yet 
‘withdrew his assistance. Now, because you would gladly have suc- 
coured them, if you could, and God Almighty could, but would not 
send them aid; will you, therefore, conclude that you are above your 
Lord? and that your loving-kindness is greater than his ? I will not offer 
to charge any such consequence upon you. I am persuaded you abhor 
the thought.” Letters of Mr. Wesley, pp. 288, 289. ; 
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sinner justly condemned. But admitting, for argument’s sake, 
that the divine conduct is thereby cleared of the appearance 
of cruelty, the worst is that this is all. His scheme barely 
goes to vindicate the Almighty from cruelty. It is justice 
only ; there is no grace in it, nothing that God had a right to 
withhold. That which we have hitherto called the grace of 
the gospel, amounts then to no more than this: it bestows a 
benefit upon intelligent creatures, without which they could 
not possibly avoid being everlastingly miserable ; and that upon 
this consideration, that ‘‘they did not bring this misery upon 
themselves, nor was it ever in their power to avoid it.” 
(XIiL. 82.) If the Divine Being will do this, he shall be com- 
plimented with the character of benevolent ; (XIII. 80. ;) but 
if not, he must not be reproached, ‘as not loving, but hating a 
great part of his rational offspring.” O, Mr. Taylor! does 
any one maintain that men, considered as the offspring of 
God, are the objects of -his hatred? Do not men sustain a 
more disagreeable character than this? That Deists and So- 
cinians should write in this strain, is no wonder ; but how came 
the language of infidelity to escape your pen ? 

You will excuse this apostrophe, as I know you unite with 
me in a personal respect and esteem for my opponent, though 
you utterly disapprove of his Arminian tenets, which, under 
the plausible pretext of extending the grace of the gospel, ener- 
vate, if not annihilate it, and leave little or nothing of crack, 
but the name. 

{am yours, &c, 


EE 
LETTER X. 
DEAR ae 
Mr. T'., in his Ninth Letter, remarks on the evidence I of- 


fered Ae an Opiate determination in the death of Christ to 
save some of the human race. ‘This sentiment,” Mr. T. 
* 
* 
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says, ‘“‘whether true or false, he does not wish to oppose.” 
(XUI. 92.) He would not dispute, it seems, about Christ’s 
dying with a view to the certain salvation of some, provided I 
would admit that, in another respect, be died for all mankind. 
Here, then, we seem to come nearer together than we some- 
times are. The sense in which he pleads for the universal ex- 
tent of Christ’s death, is only to lay a foundation for this.doc- 
trine, that men in general may be saved if they will ; and 
this is what 1 admit: I allow, that the death of Christ has 
opened a way, whereby God can, consistently with his justice, 
forgive any sinner whatever, who returns to him by Jesus 
Christ ; and if this may be called dying for men, which | shall 
hot dispute, then it is admitted that Christ died for all man- 
kind. But I say, they will not come to Christ for life; and that 
if Christ had died for no other end than to give them this offer,: 
not one of them would have accepted it. 

I hold as much as Mr. T. holds to any good purpose. I 
admit of a way being opened for the salvation of sinners with- 
out distinction ; and what is more, that an effectual provision 
is made in the death of Christ, that that way shall not be un- 
occupied ; that he shall see of the travail of his soul, and be 
satisfied. Without this provision, | suppose no one would 
ever have been saved ; and the tendency of my reasoning is 
to prove, that, all who are saved, are saved in consequence 
of it. 

Mr. T. I observe is not disposed to controvert the doctrine 
of eternal, personal, and unconditional election. (XIII. 100.) 
I am allowed, therefore, to take that doctrine, together with a 
special design in the death of Christ for the salvation of the 
elect, for granted. ‘* This sentiment,” Mr. T. says, ‘* whether 
true or false, he does not wish to oppose.” If any thing is 
necessary to be proved in this place, it is, that None but those 
whose salvation Christ absolutely designed in his death, are 
eventually saved , or, in other words, that WHOEVER are saved, 
are indebted to sovereign and efficacious grace for their salva- 
tion, Now let the reader turn to my Reply to Philanthropos, 
pp- 73, 74,* and he will perceive, that several of those scrip- 
tures which prove the doctrine of election, prove also, that 
none else are finally saved. The apostles addressed all the 


* Page 301 of this volume. 
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believing Ephesians, Thessalonians, &c.as having been chosen 
om Christ before the foundation of the world, that they should 
be holy ; as chosen to salvation through sanctification of the 
Spirit, and belief of the truth; as elect according to the fore- 
knowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of the 
Spirit unto obedience ; as being saved and called with a holy 
' calling, not according to their works, but according to God’s 
own purpose and grace, given them in Christ before the world 
began. Butif some were saved in consequence of such a pur- 
pose in their favour, and oruers without it, the apostles had 
no just ground to write as they did, concerning them all, with- 
out distinction. When we are told, that as many as were or- 
dained to eternal life believed, this implies, as strongly as any 
thing can imply, that no more believed, and were saved, than 
such as were ordained to eternal life. Christ returned thanks 
to his Father, that he had hid these things from the wise and 
prudent, and revealed them unto babes. Even so, Father, said 
he, for it seemed good in thy sight. And again, we are assured 
by the apostle Paul, The election hath obtained it, and the rest 
were blinded.* © 
To the above passges, I shall only add one more: 1 Cor. i. 
26—29. Ye see your calling, brethren, how that not many 
wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble, are 
CALLED ; but God hath cuosen the foolish things of the world 
to confound the wise; and God hath chosen the weak things 
of the world to confound the things that are mighty; and base 
things of the world, and things which are despised, hath God 
chosen, and things which are not, to bring to naught things 
that are: that no flesh should glory in his presence. The 
reasoning of the apostle, in this passage, plainly supposes the 
following things :—1. That there is a special and effectual vo- 
cation, which is peculiar to all Christians. The common call 
of the gospel extends alike to rich and poor, wise and foolish, 
noble and ignoble ; but the effectual operations of the Holy 
Spirit do not: it is the latter, therefore, and not the former, 
which is here meant. 2. That this vocation, common to all 
trae Christians, corresponds, as to the objects of it, with elec- 


* Ephes.i.4, 2Thes. ii. 13. 1 Peteri, 9. Acts xiil. 48, Matt. xi. 
25, Rom. xi. 7. 
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tion. The same persons, and all of them, said to be called, 
are, in the same passage, said to be chosen; which agrees 
with the same apostle’s account of the matter, in Rom. viii. 
30. Whom he did predestinate, them he also called. 3. Voca- 

, tion not only corresponds with election as to the objects of 
it, but is itself an effect of it. The reason given why the fool- 
ish, weak, and despised ones of the world were called, rather 
than others, is God’s sovereign choice of them before others. 
Some might have supposed, if the apostle had not been so 

particular in his expressions, that the minds of the weak and 
illiterate, though under a disadvantage in one respect, yet 
possessed an advantage in another, in that they were more free 
from prejudice ; and that Paul bad meant to ascribe their em- 
bracing Christ, before others, to the unprejudiced state of their 
minds ; but such a supposition is entirely precluded by the 
apostle’s language. He does not say, the weak and foolish have 
chosen God, but God hath chosen them; nor would the other 
mode of expression have corresponded with the end assigned, 
to prove that no flesh shall glory in his presence. 

Many worthy men who have maintained the Calvinistic 
doctrine of predestination, have, at the same time, admitted 
that Christ might be said, in some sense, to have died for the 
whole, world. They distinguish between the sufficiency and 
efficiency of his death ; and considered the indefinite language 
of the New Testament, relative to that subject, as express- 
ing the former of these ideas. Thus the English Reformers, 
who composed the Thirty-nine Articles, appear to have view- 
the subject. They fully avowed the doctrine of predesti- 
nation, and, at the same time, spake of Christ’s dying for all 
mankind. Mr. T. on this ground affirms that “ the doctrine 
of the universality of our Saviour’s death both is, and ever 
since the Reformation has been, the doctrine of the Estab- 
lished Church.” (XIII. 141.) I believe, in the sense above- 
mentioned, it has been so ; and if this was all that Mr. T. plead- 
ed for, he might debate the point with whomsoever he pleas- 
ed, 1 should not interest myselfin the dispute. But the views 
of Cranmer, Latimer, Hooper, Usher, and Davenant, were 
very different from those of Mr. Taylor. They, as well as 
Fraser of Scotland, and Bellamy of New-England, and many 
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other anti-episcopalian divines, who have agreed with them in 
this point, never imagined that any besides the elect would final- 
ly be saved. And they considered the salvation of all that are 
saved, as the effect of predestinating grace, as their works 
abundantly testify. 

Mr. T. may say, The question is, not whether more “than 
those whose salvation is absolutely determined, will be event- 
ually saved, but whether they might be. ‘* If,” says he, ‘any 
such election be maintained, as supposes that all the rest of 
mankind never enjoyed the possibility of happiness, nor had 
any provision of happiness made for them, but were neces- 
sarily, either from eternity, or from their birth, exposed to 
eternal misery, such election as this, I deliberately consider 
as opposite to the spirit and design of the gospel, and to the 
tenor of scripture.” (XIII.. 100.) To this it is replied, All 
such terms as necessary, cannot, impossible, &c. when ap- 
plied to these subjects, are used improperly. ‘They always 
denote, in strict propriety of speech, an obstruction arising 
from something distinct from the state of the will. Such 
terms, in their common acceptation, suppose a willingness 
in us to perform an action, or obtain an end, but that we are 
hindered by some insurmountable bar from without. Such 
an idea is always annexed to the use of such terms ; and Mr. T. 
certainly has this idea in the use of his terms necessary and 
impossible, in this place. His meaning is, to oppose that doc- 
trine which represents a part of mankind as placed in such 
circumstances, as that, though they should be willing to em- 
brace Christ, or at least willing to use means that they may 
be willing to embrace him, yet it would be all in vain. But 
such a doctrine nobody maintains; at least, I had no such 
ideas of the subject, I have no such notion of election, or of 
the limited extent of Christ’s death, as that it shall be in vain 
for any of the sons of men truly to seek after God. If they are 
willing to be saved in God’s way, nothing shall hinder their 
salvation; and (if there were any meaning in the ex- 
pression) if they were but truly willing to use means that they 
might be willing, all would be clear before them. Now 
where this is the case, it cannot be said, in strict propriety of 
speech, that no proviston is made for their happiness ; or, that 
any man’s salvation is impossible, or his destruction necessa- 
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ry 3 seeing the way of salvation is open to him, if he will but 
walk in it. All that can ‘be said in truth is, that there is a 
CERTAINTY in these things. It is certain, none will be saved 
but those who choose to be saved in God’s way. It is certazn, 
that no one will choose that which is opposite to the prevail- 
ing bias of his heart. Yea, it is certain, that, whatever means 
there may be, adapted to the turning of his heart, aman who 
is wholly averse from God will never make use of them with 
sucha design. ‘To make use of a mean, with a view to ac- 
complish an end, must imply the existence of a desire after 
anend; but a desire after this end exists not till the end is 
accomplished. A desire after a change of heart, is, in some 
degree, the very thing desired. Besides, as Mr. T. says, 
‘men have no will nor power, nor any concern about the mat- 
” of believing in Christ, ‘till the Holy Spirit work, 
awaken, and produce these in his mind,’ (XIII. 23.) then it 


ter 


is certain, even from his own premises, that no sinner ever 
sincerely applied to God for grace before he had it, unless he 
could be supposed so to apply without will, or power, or any 
concern about it. These things, I say, are certain, accord- 
ing to the nature and constitution of all intelligent beings ; 
and there are other things equally certain, as consequences of 
them, which are confirmed by scripture testimony. It is cer- 
tain, that none are willing to be saved in God’s. way, but those 
who are made willing inthe day of his power: it is certain, 
that whenever God makes a sinner willing in the day of his 
power, he is only working things after the counsel of his own 
will, executing’ his own eternal purpose: and hence it is cer- 
tain, that such, and only such, will eventually be saved. 

If Mr. T. objects against the certainty of any man’s destruc- 
tion, and will have it that this amounts'to the same thing as 
mecessity and imposstbiliity ; let him consider, that, as he ad- 
mits the doctrine of divine foreknowledge, he must allow, 
therefore, that God certainly foreknew the final state of every 
man. But certain foreknowledge must imply a certainty of 
the event foreknown. If an event is certainly foreknown, the 
future existence of that event must be certain. If there was 
an. uncertainty respecting the future existence of an event, 
there must, in the nature of things, be an equal degree of 
uncertainty in the foreknowledge of that event. Certain fore- 
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knowledge, therefore, implies a certainty of the event fore- 
known. |. . : . 

But foreknowledge, it is alleged, has no causal influence upon 
the thing foreknown: (XIII. 108.) Be it so: neither has any 
purpose in God, that [ embrace, any influence towards a sinner’s 
destruction, except ina way of punishment for his sin. The 
scheme which Mr. T. opposes, so far from representing man as 
“for ever unable to improve one single mercy of God to any | 
good purpose,”’ represents him as not only possessing great ad- 
vantages, but as able to comply with every thing that God re- 
quires at his hand; and that all his misery arises from his “ vol- 
untary’’ abuse of mercy, and his wilful rebellion against God. 


It is not a want of ability, but of inclination, that proves his ruin.* - 


If Mr. T. had kept these things in view, (which surely he 
ought to have done,) he could not have represented my senti- 
ments in such a light as he lias done. (XIII. 106. 108.) 

( Tam, &c. 
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DEAR Sir, 

Mr. Tayror often speaks of the language of scripture, 
as if its whole current was in his favour; as if his opponent . 
was engaged in a controversy in which he had forsaken the 
word of God. Now, suppose it were allowed, that the lan- 
guage of several passages of scripture, taken in their most 
literal and plain meaning, proves Christ, in some sense, to 


* Though Mr. T. talks of men as having ‘ no will nor power to believe 
in Christ, nor any concern in the matter,’’ prior to the Spirit’s work ; 
(XIIL. 23.) yet that is what I have never affirmed. On the contrary, 
maintain, that men have the same power, strictly speaking, before they are 
wrought upon by the Holy Spirit, as after ; and before conversion, as after : 
the work of the Spirit endows us with no new rational powers, or any pow- 
ers that are necessary to moral agency: and that, so far from our having 
‘¢yno concern in the matter,” we were all deeply concerned in rejecting 
Christ, and the way of salvation by him. 
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have died for all mankind ; still, if we will give fair scope to 
other parts of scripture, it appears evident, that in some sense, 
he died for only a part of mankind. Several of these passages 
{ had produced; to which Mr, T. has said scarcely any thing 
that deserves being called an answer. 

When I argued from Christ’s being said to lay down his life 
for his sheep s—to give himself for his church, that he might 
sanctify it, &c. &c. could-Mr. T. think it sufficient to say, ‘‘ We 
are no where informed that he died for those only ; this is no 
proof that he did not die for all mankind : it is certain, that, if 
Christ died for all, he died for these, because the greater num- 
ber includes the less, and the whole includes its parts ?”’* Did 


‘not Largue, particularly from Ephes. v. 25, 26. that the death 


of Christ is there represented as the result of his love to the 
church, in the character of a husband, and which must, there- 
fore, be discriminating ; that the church could not here mean 
actual believers, because they are considered as unsanctified— 
He died, that he might sanctify them ;—that Christ did not die 
for believers, as such; he laid down his life for his enemies ; 
that, therefore, it must mean all the eect of God—all those that 
are finally saved ? And has Mr. T. answered this reasoning ? 
No, nor attempted it. If, as he often suggests, my cause has so 
very slender a share of scriptural evidence to support it, is it not 
a pity but he had given a fair answer to those scriptures which 
were adduced ? 

l argued further, from Christ’s dying in the character of a 
surety, that he might bring many sons unto glory ; might 


* XIII. 93. Go, preach the gospel, said Christ, fo every creature; he thai 
believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved. ‘‘ Believers only,’? say the Bap- 
lusts, “ you see, are to be baptized,” No,’ say others, ‘ this is no proof 
that believers only are to be baptized. It might be the design of Christ 
that they should baptize all the world, for aught this passage proves. It is 
certain, if all are to be baptized, believers are, because the greater number 
always includes the less, and the whole includes its parts.2 What would 
Mr. T., as a Baptist, say to this reasoning? It is exactly the same as his own. 
This very answer I made to Mr. T. before, when he called out for express 
testimony for what I supposed to be anegalive truth ; which answer, I pre- 
sume, he fofally misunderstood : otherwise, he could not have given a reply 
% foreign to the argument. 
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gather together in one the children of God that were scattered 
abroad, &c. Mr. T.’s answer to this argument is exceedingly 
trifling and unfair. I did not “take for granted,” that Christ 
absolutely intended the salvation of all for whom he died, but 
brought the argument which he quotes, in order to prove if. 
Nor did I rest my. argument from the passages of scripture there 
cited upon my “ apprehensions,” but upon the scriptures them- 
selves which, surely, prove none the less for being introduced 
in that form. Mr. T.’s remark upon the Jewish sacrifices, 
(XIII. 94.) shows an uncommon inattention to the argument: 
I observed, by way of introduction, that “ sacrifices were offer- 
ed on account of those, and those only, on whose behalf they 
were sanctified, or set apart ; that every sacrifice had its spe- 
cial appointment, and was supposed to atone for the sins of those, 
and those only, on whose behalf it was offered.” All this I sup- 
posed would be granted by Mr. T. These observations were 
my data. I then proceéded to apply this reasoning, and to 
prove who those were for whom Christ was sanctified, or set 
apart as a sacrifice. For this purpose I quoted John xvii. 19. 
For their sakes I sanctify myself, that they also may be sanctified 
through the truth :—they who were given him of the Father. 
But Mr. T., instead of answering this argument, never looks atit ; 
but takes up a part of my premises, without touching upon the 
conclusion, and then charges me with “ reasoning in a circle !” 
Considering Mr: T.’s abilities, and experience in polemical 
divinity, is it not astonishing, that things so indigested should 
proceed from his pen ? 

{ further argued from the certain effects of Christ’s death 
extending not to all mankind, particularly the effect of re- 
demption. Mr. T.’s answer to this argument is abundantly 
more worthy of notice than his answers to those that went be- 
fore. (XIII. 95.) Nor shall I urge it upon him, that his de- 
nial of general redemption, while he pleads for the unzversal 
extent of Christ’s death, indicates an idea of redemption as 
novel and unprecedented as my interpretation of the term 
propitiation, which he endeavours to explode on account of 
its peculiarity. (XT. 115, 116.) Yet, after all, there is great 
reason, from the context, (o conclude, that what is spoken, in 


Gal. iii. 13. of Christ’s having redcemed us from the curse of 
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the law, being made a curse for us, respects what was effect- 
ed by the blood of Christ alone, when upon the cross, ante- 
cedent to our believing in him. When the apostle speaks of 
redemption, he says, he hath repEEMED US, being made a curse 
for us. When he speaks of blessings resulting from his death, 
‘but which do not take place before believing, he immediately 
changes his manner of speaking, as in verse 14. Thut the bless- 
ing of Abraham micut come on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ ; 
that we MicuT receive the promise of the Spirit through faith. 
Weare also said to be justified rHroveu the redemption that is 
in Christ Jesus. Rom. iti. 24. But would it not be making the 
apostle speak very awkwardly, to understand redemption, not 
of what was obtained by the death of Christ alone, but of what 
has its existence through faith. Can Mr. T. suppose that the: 
apostle meant to say, Weare justified through the forgiveness 
of sins 2 
I argued, further, from Christ’s bearing the sins of many ; 
particularly from Isa. lili. 12. and I supposed the meaning of 
the term many, in verse 12, might be decided by its meaning in 
verse 11, ‘ There is no reason,” I observed, “ that I know of, 
to be given, why the many whose sins he bore, should be under- 
stood of any other persons than the many who, by his knowledge 
are justified, and who are not all mankind.’? To this Mr. T., 
among other things, replies, ‘J do not know, is no argument at 
all. This may be said on any subject. If the truth lie on the 
side of Mr. F. he must show us that he does know, and how he 
knows it, by fair and allowed rules of interpretation.”’ (XiIL. 97.) 
This, to be sure, is talked in a high strain; but to what pur- 
pose? I should have thought explaining a term according to 
its allowed meaning in the context, except some good reason could 
be given for the contrary, was a fair and allowed rule of inter- 
pretation. 
Again ; I argued from the intercession of Christ; In John xvii. 
9. I pray for them, Ipray not for the world, &c. which like that 
of the priests under the law, was in behalf of the same 
persons for whom the oblation was offered. Mr. T, here. 
as usual, calls out for ‘more proof, without attending to 
what is given. (XII. 99.) He questions two things ; first, 
whether this prayer is to be considered as a specimen of 
Christ’s intercession, which he seems to consider as confined 
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to heaven : he means I suppose, to his state of exaltation. 
But is not his prayer upon the cross, expressly called in pro- 
phecy, making inrercession for the transgressors 2 Isa. liii. 
12. But further, he calls for proof that the death and inter- 
cession of Christ are of equal extent. (XIII. 99.) ‘The in- 
tercession of the priests under the law, being on the behalf of 
the same persons on whose account they offered the oblation, 
was mentioned. Whether this be a suffictent ground to rest 
the argument upon, or not, one should think it has some: weight 
in it; but of this Mr. T. takes no notice. 
Finally ; I argued from Rey. v. 9. xiv. 3,4. where Chris- 
tians are said to be redeemed, or bought from among men, 
which should seem. to imply, that all men are not redeemed, 
or bought. Mr. T. here goes about to refute some things 
upon which | built nothing. (XIII. 101, 102.) Whether the 
four living creatures, and the four-and-twenty elders, repre- 
sent the church militant or the church triumphant, or whether 
the persons in question represent the whole church triumphant 
or only a part of i, are matters that signify but little if any 
thing, to the point in hand. Ifthe whole, or a part of the 
church triumphant, were bought, or redeemed by blood, from 
amongst men, that is sufficient. Mr. T. deals plentifully, | 
observe, in such language as, if [ had used it, he would have 
held up in italics to great advantage; such as “J do not 
yemember—I think—and I think.’? I do not mention this as 
improper language : 1 only mean to remind him, that he should 
not have been so severe on me for using the same. As to 
what he has said upon this passage, I think, upon the whole, 
it is as forcible as any thing that can be said on his side the 
question; though it is certain, that the natural meaning of 
the word 7yogacbncov, they were soveuT, and its only mean- 
ing, that I recollect, in the New Testament, must be utterly 
cashiered; and, I apprehend, the natural meaning of the 
whole passage greatly forced, to admit of his interpretation. 


Tam yours, &c. 


P.S. I do not recollect that the whole world, or all, ov 
all men, are ever said to be purchased, or bought, ‘or redeem- 
ed, by the blood of Christ; or that we ever read of Christ’s 
redeeming, buying, or purchasing, any but his church. Mr. 


; é ESS. i 
7 LETTERS OF [Lerrer XI. 


T. does not pretend, that all mankind are redeemed; but J 
think, if we take our notions from the New Testament, it is 
evident, that buying, or purchasing, when applied to_ what 
Christ has done for us, is as much confined to the church, -as 
redemption. Ayopé%w and regrow, which are used to express 
the ideas of buying, purchusing, or acquiring by price, are 
applied to the church of God only; as well as Aurgdopeu, to. 
‘redeem, Luke xxiv. 21. Tit. ii. 14. and Adrgov, a ransom, Matt. 
xx. 28. Mark x. 45. In 1 Tim. ii. 6. Christ is said to give 
himself a ransom for all, avridurgov mee rovruv ; but that will 
be considered in the next letter. It is said of the church of 
God, that he purchased it with his own blood. weégiewmornturo 
did rod idtov aimaros. Acts xx. 28. The final deliverance of _ 
the whole collective body of the saved from. all remains of 
natural and moral evil, is called dmoriteusis TIS WEpraorndsws 
the redemption of the purchased possession, or of the people 
acquired, or purchased, Ephes. 1. 14. On which Calvin re- 
marks, Ilegoinois, quam latine vertimus acquisitam heredi- 
éatem, non est regnum cceelorum, aut beata immortalitas, sed 
ipsa ecclesia.* Thus in 1 Pet. ii. 9. they are styled dads cis 
mepiroingw, a people acquired, or purchased to himself in a 
peculiar manner ; or, a people for a peculiar possession. Paul 
says, 1 Thess. v. 9., ‘God hath not appointed us to wrath ; 
but to the segimoingw dwrngiag, obtaining, or acquiring of sal- 
vation by our Lord Jesus Christ, who died for us, that we 
should live with him.” And 2 Thess. ii. 13, 14. he says, 
‘ Beloved of the Lord, God hath from the beginning chosen 
you to salvation, through sanctification of the Spirit, and 
belief of the truth: whereunto he called you by our gospel 
unto sépraoindi dokng, the obtaining, or acquisition, of the glory 
of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Let the impartial judge, if these 
passages do not strongly favour the peculiarity of design in 
Christ’s death. And thus it is said of Christians, sims Hy poo 
énre, ye are bought with a price. 1 Cor. vi. 20. vii. 23. 

If 2 Pet. ii. 1. should be alleged as an objection, I hope I 
have given a sufficient reason why that passage is not to be 
understood of the Saviour’s blood, but of God’s deliverance 


* Tlegerrorneic, which we render thé purchased possession, is not. the king- 
dom of heaven, or a blessed immortality, but the church téself, 
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e in a way of providence, p. 89.* It is such a reason, however, 


as Mr. T. has not attempted to answer. 
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DEAR 51, 

Mr. T., in his Vine Letters, offered arguments for the uni- j 
versal extent of Christ’s death. He argued from the good- 
ness of God over all his works, and from various passages of 
scripture which speak of the death of Christ in indefinite fan- 
guage. The principal of these passages and arguments I 
have considered in my Reply. Mr. 'T. in the eleventh Letter 
of his last publication, defends his former arguments. 

Before I enter on a discussion of particulars, I would ob- 
serve, that although Mr. T. pleads for the universal extent of 
Christ’s death, yet he pleads for it in no other sense than as 


Jaying a foundation for sinners, without distinction, being in- 


vited to return home to God by Jesus Christ, with the promise 
of forgiveness and acceptance on their return. He does not 
pretend, that there is provision made by the death of Christ 
for the certain salvation of allmen. Now, the thing itself for 
which he pleads, is no more than I have admitted. It is 
true I have: supposed, that this, being done for men in 
general, cannot, with propriety, be called dying for them. 
At the same time, | have allowed, that ‘‘many consider- 
able writers, who are far from denying that the salvation 
of all the saved is owing to an absolute, and consequently 
limited, design in the death of Christ, have supposed that 
it might; and that the indefinite language of.scripture, con- 
cerning the death of Christ, is intended to convey to us 
this idea.” The thing itself 1 do not controvert ; only it ap- 
peared to me that the terms ransom, propitiation, dying for 
us, &c. were intended to convey something more than this, 
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and what is true only of the finally saved. Now, admitting 
that I am mistaken in my supposition ; admitting that the terms 
propitiation, ransom, &c. are applicable to mankind in gen- 
eral, and are designed to express that there is a way opened 
for sinners, without distinction to return home to God, and 
be saved nothing follows from it, but that I have misun- 
derstood certain passages of scripture, by considering them as 
conveying an indefinite, but not a universal idea. In re- 
gard to the sentiment itself, I do not see that Mr. T. pleads 
for more than I have admitted, except in one instance: we 
agree that a way is opened, by the death of Christ, for the 
salvation of sinners without distinction; and that any man 
may be saved, if he is willing to come.to Christ. that he may 
have life. Here I stop; but Mr. T. goes a step further, and: 
maintains, that such a provision of of grace is made by the death 
of Christ, that all men have power to be willing if they will ; 
but of this I am satisfied no meaning can be made. 

I now proceed to particulars, by observing that, whether 
my sense of the passages of scripture adduced by Mr. T. 
be just, or not, it does not appear, to me, that he has invali- 
dated it. ' He argued, in general, from Psa. cxlv. 9. His tender 
mercies are over all iis works. { answered, that the death 
of Christ. was not the criterion of God’s goodness ; that fallen 
angels were a part of God’s works, as well as fallen men. 
Mr. T. replies by observing, that fallen angels were not here 
intended. (XIII. 106.) Then, it seems, Mr. T. can some- 
times discern.a restriction in the word all, though a universal 
term. Perhaps it may be sufficient to observe, that, whether 
the praise all his works intends all fallen angels, or not, it 
intends more than that part of God’s works for which Christ 
died. Is it not evident from the context, that it denotes God’s 
providential goodness towards the whole animate creation? 
Is it not said of them, in verse 16, that their eyes wait on 
WIM; HE openeth his hand, and satisfieth the desire of every 
living thing ? 

But Mr. T..contends, that “there is no goodness, no mercy, 
na tender mercy, exercised toward a person who is placed in 
such a situation that he could not avoid ssinning, and being 
damned, and whose damnation is necessarily increased by calls 
and commands to repent, and believe in Christ; when the 
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great God, whose commands these are, has provided no mercy 
- for him, nor intends to give him the least assistance, though 
he knows the poor sinner cannot, nor ever possibly could, 
obey these calls and commands, any more than he can fly to 
the moon.” (XIII. 106.) To this shocking representation 1 
have only to say, This is not my hypothesis, nor any thing 
like it; andif Mr. T. thinks it is, it is time to give over con- 
troverting the matter with him. The whole passage is mere 
dectamation, founded en the abuse of the terms cannot, could 
not, &c. If, instead of “ cannot, and never could,” he had 
said, will not, and never would, his account of the poor sinner’s 
case would not have appeared so plausible: and yet this, he 
knows, is the whole of our meaning. ‘ Yes, ‘* but if they could 
never will to comply,” says Mr. T. ‘that amounts to the same 
thing :? (XIII. 57.) that is, unless they have the power of 
being willing, 2f they will. Of this I shall only say, that 
when Mr. T. can make sense of it, it will be time enough to 
answer it. . 

What follows has much more of argument in it. ‘If the 
tender mercies of God are over all his works; and if no man 
can enjoy any mercy, but through Jesus Christ; is it not a 
natural and reasonable conclusion, that God has given his Son 
to die for all mankind ?”’ (XIII. 105.) 1 must observe, how- 
ever, by the way, that, ‘‘if no man can enjoy any mercy, but 
through Jesus Christ,” I cannot but consider this as a full 
proof, that the whole race were unworthy of all mercy, and 
that God might, consistently with his justice and essential 
goodness, have withheld it from them, and treated them as 
worthy of death: for I have no idea that God needeth the death 
of his Son to induce him to do that, which if he had no¢ 
done, the omission of it would have exposed him to the charge 
of cruelty. If Mr. T. had always remembered this considera- 
tion, (which, I think, he cannot controvert,) it would have in 
duced him to expunge a great deal of declamation in his letters. 
Having noted this, I confess J think that much mercy is ex- 
ercised towards men in general, through Jesus Christ ; and, 
consequently, that his death was productive of effects which 
terminate onall. Nor do I question, whether the opening 
of a way for the salvation of all who shall come unto God by 
him, and for men, without distinction; to be invited thus to come 
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is owing to the death of Christ ; and, if this can be called dying 
for all mankind, I should admit, without hesitation, that he died 
for all. All I contend for is, that Christ, in his death, absolutely 
designed the salvation of all those who are finally saved; and 
that, bestdes the objects of such absolute design, such is the uni- 
versal depravity of human nature, not one soul will ever believe, 
and be saved. } 
fam surprised at Mr. T.’s manner of treating the argument 
drawn from the objections that might be urged by a denier of 
God’s foreknowledge ; asking whether I would seriously avow 
them. (XIIf 107.) One would think he need not be told that § 
seriously disapprove of that mode of reasoning, as well as of his ; 
and only meant, through that, to show the tendency of bis own. 
Such a way of arguing is fair and upright, and is used by writers 


of every description: it therefore ought not to have been 
called a finesse. Mr. T. in what he has said on this subject, | 


as in many other places, gives sufficient proof of two things: 1. 
That he is combating a scheme which his opponent does not 
hold; 2. That to reason with him upon such terms as can- 
not, unable, or unavordable, and the like, is to no purpose ; for 
that he either cannot, or will not, understand our ideas concern- 
ing them. 

Mr. T. now enters ou a defence of his arguments from the 
terms all men, world, whole world, &c. (XIII. 110.) 1 ap- 
prehend, that, to understand these terms as denoting men 
wniversally, was contrary to other scriptures—to the scope 
of the inspired writers in the places where those expressions 
are found—and involved in it various absurdities. Mr. T. 
wishes I had given some instances of these contradictions and 
absurdities. This I certainly attempted in a great deal of 
what followed; but Mr. T’) bas never yet fairly refuted my 
remarks. i 

I pass over some less important matters, and observe what 
is advanced from 1 Tim. ii. 6. He gave himself a ransom for 
all, Mr. T. here complains, that I have not answered his 
reasons for understanding the term al/ universally; and { 
might as well complain of him, for his not considering’ my 
reasons for understanding it otherwise. I remember that he 
had argued, (IX. 79.) from the use of the term all in: the 


gentext, and the cogency of the apostle’s argument, “ Pray’ 
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for all, because Christ died for all.”” I cannot but think, with 
Mr. Robinson, that ‘this passage ought not to be urged in 
the Arminian controversy; for a part of this period fixes the 
sense to ranks, or degrees, of men. Pray for kings, and for 
all that are in authority. The meaning then is, pray for all 
ranks and degrees of men; for God will save some of all orders. 
Christ gave himself a ransom for persons of all degrees.”’* The 
arguments I had advanced in my Reply,{ to prove that this 
passage could not be understood of men universally, he has not 
answered, but runs off into a declamation concerning the secret 
and revealed will of God, the substance of which I bad endea- 


» voured to obviate inmy Reply.t 
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Little more, I think, need be said on 1 John nu. 1. What 
each of us has advanced upon it is before the public. My sense 
of the passage, which Mr. T. calls a strange notion,” (XIII. 15.) 
surely is not more strange or singular than his notion of redemp- 
tion. He must produce some better ‘proof for another sense of 
the passage, than ‘‘appealing to the understanding and con- 
science of his friend.’’§ 

It is wonderful that Mr. T. should plead for the unzversal 
spread of the gospel in the times of the apostles, and for the 
faith of the Romans being celebrated in all parts. (XIIL. 116.) 
In all parts of the Roman empire it might, and in some other 
nations ; but can any man persuade himself that it was spoken of 
at Mexico or Otaheite ? 

Mr, T. thinks, that the whole earth (Isa. liv. 5.) is to be un- 
derstood universally, and that God is there called the God of the 
whole earth, as a creator, supporter, and judge, in distinction 
from the tender character of a husband. But, as he is call- 
ed both the maker and the husband of the church there ad- 
dressed ; so, it seems very evident, he is described towards 


* Notes upon Claude, Vol. Il. pp. 269, 270. 
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) It may not be inexpedient to inform some readers, that Mr. 'T.’s let- 
ters were written to an old and intimate friend of his own, who entirely 
agrees with him in sentiment, and at whose request Mr. F. first com- 
menced this controversy; though, as that gentleman had some slight ac- 
guaintance with Mr. Fuller, Mr. T. all along, speaks to him of Mr. F. as 
the friend of his cerrespondent, R, 
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the whole earth. He ig had heretofore been called the Holy 
One of Israel, shall now be called the God of the whole earth. 
See Henry’s exposition. 2 

The term whole, in Matt. xiiie 33., dadenitedig is to be un- 
derstood restrictively ; for, though the gospel will spread over 
all nations, before the end of the world, yet not so as to. renew 
every individual in them, much less every individual that has 
existed atevery period. (XIII. 117.) 

Mr. T. is astonished to find me asserting, that he himself - 
does not understand the terms whole world, in 1 John ii. 2., 
and the same terms, in chap. v. 19.,in the same sense, seeing 


he has declared the contrary. (XIII. 118.) Perhaps I had . 


better have said, Mr. T. cannot, upon due consideration, under- 
stand those terms as parallel; seeing he considers them, in 


_ the first, as meaning all the individuals in the world that ever 
did, or shall, exist, except the persons from whom they eS 


there distinguished ; whereas he cannot pretend that the last 
mean any more than the world of ungodly men, who at that 
t imeexisted. 

Another passage that has been considered by both of us, is 
2 Cor. v. 15. If one died for all, then were all dead, &c. 
(XIU. 118.) Mr. T. here complains, as he does in other 
places, of my not drawing my conclusions in form. I thought 
the conclusions I meant to draw were obvious to every at- 
tentive reader, and omitted drawing them out at length, for 
the sake of brevity. { observed, 1. That the context speaks 
of the Gentiles, as well as the Jews, being interested in 
Christ. I supposed, therefore, it might be understood of 
men of all nations, in distinction from its being confined to 
the Jews. 2. That the apostle meant to affirm, not that 
Christ died for all that were dead, dué that all were dead for 
whom Christ died. In proof of this, | argued from the apos- 
tle’s describing the terrors of divine vengeance to which they 
were subject; and from the phraseology of verse 14. If one 
died for all, then were Tuny all dead. For this, Mr. T. has 
corrected me, charging me with misquoting the scripture. 
The words of the apostle ars, ri si sis imee wavrww dmédavov, 
diga of wavecs daddovov.. Not having had those advantages for 
literary ‘mprovement which I should have been glad to enjoy, 
1 was not forward, by a formal criticism, to tell my readers 
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that I had acquired some small acquaintance with the original 
language, so as to be able to judge of the propriety of a trans- 
jation; but I knew that the article of here used, has been 
thought, by very competent judges,* to be anaphorical, or rela- 
tive, and that the passage should read, If one for all died, then 
THEY all, or THOSE all, were dead. Nothing can be more exact, 
than this translation, unless Mr. T. would insist on having ei 

. wovreg daébavey rendered tHe all were dead; and then he must 
equally complain of our common translators, for rendering oj 
{avres in the next verse, they who live, instead of Tue living. 
But would not Mr. T. be ashamed to insinuate, on this account, to 
* the inattentive reader,” that they have “ interlined and abused” 
the original language of scripture. Iam so well assured of Mr. 
T.’s learning, that 1 am hardly able to consider his ‘ hope” 
that I quoted the passage wrong “through mistake,” as any 

other than ‘a finesse.” 3. 1 observed, on the distributive 
they who, that my hypothesis, though it supposes that all for 
whom Christ died shall finally live, yet does not suppose that 
they all live at present. Here I think Mr. T. certainly misun- 
derstands me. His original argument is this: by the language of 
the text it appears that Christ died for more than actually live. 
My answer is that, upon my hypothesis, Christ died for more 
than actually live at any period of time ; part of them being, at 
every period, in astate uf unregeneracy. 

I have gone over the passages in debate between us, merely 
io prove that, whether my sense of those passages be just or 
not, Mr. T. has not invalidated it. At the same time, I cannot 
forbear repeating, that, even allowing Mr. T. to have proved 
the universal extent of Christ’s death in the most forcible man- 
ner, he has not proved that any thing more is done towards the 
salvation of men in general, than what I admit, or that renders 
the salvation of one individual more probable. 

I have all along supposed, that there zs that done for them 
by Christ, which renders their salvation no otherwise impossi- 
ble, nor their destruction unavoidable, than as it is rendered 
so by their own temper of mind: no other obstacle could pre- 
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vent their believing to the saving of their souls, but an evil 
heart, obstinately persisting in its departure from the living 
God. iin ’ 

Mr. T. sums up his evidence on this subject in five topics 
of argument. The silence of scripture on the limited extent 
of Christ’s death ; the willingness of the blessed God that 
all should turn and live ; those who are not saved being more 
miserable than if Christ had not died; the unlimited ex- 
pressions used concerning the death of Christ ; and such pas- 
sages as distinguish between those for whom he died, and those 
who are finally saved. (XIII. 120.) 

With regard to the first, the Bible is not silent concerning a 
special design in the death of Christ, as in all the other works of 
God, in behalf of all who are finally saved. I hope this has 
been proved in letters X. and XI. and in my Reply, pp. 66—76.* 
It is true, there are no such express words, that I know of, in 
the Bible; but if the idea is there conveyed, that is sufficient. 

‘Mr. T. says, indeed, that ‘‘ ifa doctrine is not mentioned in scrip- 
ture, there is good reason to believe that doctrine is not true: 
that we admit this on all other subjects, and ought to admit it on 
this.” But so far is this from being fact, that we never find ex- 
press mention of a divine providence, and yet we allvallow the 
scripture to be full of it. Reasoning from positive institutions to 
doctrines, as Mr. T. has done, (XIII. 109.) is very unfair. 

Mr. T.’s second topic of argument is taken from the uni- 
versality of divine love to man, and the willingness of the 
blessed God that all should turn and live. It is admitted, 

' that God’s love to man is, in one sense, universal. He bears 
good will towards them, as the work of his hands; but it does 
not follow from thence, that he must do all that he could do 
for their salvation. If God loves all mankind, he must have 
loved the inhabitants of Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom, as well as 
those of Chorazin and Bethsaida: but though, as Mr. T. 
thinks, (XIII. 25.) if the same things which were done for 
the latter without effect, had been done for the former, they 
would have been effectual; yet they were not done. As to 
God’s willingness that all should turn and live, God’s will, as 
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has been observed, sometimes expresses what he approves, 
and sometimes what he purposes.* God wills, approves, and 
desires a sinner’s turning unto him. It is that which, through 
the whole Bible, is required of him ; and whosoever thus re- 
turns shall live. I may add, God is willing to receive and 
forgive every sinner that returns to him through Jesus Christ. 
He desireth not the death of a sinner, but rather that he would 
- repent and live. But he has not purposed the salvation of 
every sinner, or to incline his heart to embrace the salvation 
exhibited in the gospel. In this sense, the salvation of some 
is neither desired nor designed ; if it were, it would be effect- 
ed ; for his counsel shall stand, and he will do all his plea- 
sure.—Whatsoever his soul desireth, even that he doeth. Isa. 
xlvi. 10. Job. xxiii. 13. ‘‘ But can God,” says Mr. T., ‘* will 
that which he knows to be impossible? which never was possi- 
ble? which none could make possible besides himself? which 
he was never willing to make possible?” (XIII. 120.) If by 
impossible, Mr. fT. means that which is naturally impossible, 
it is granted he cannot, But that he wills what is morally 
impossible, Mr. ‘I. himself must allow. God wills that Chris- 
tians should be holy, as he himse!f is holy ; and that, in the 
present life, or he would not have enjoined it upon them. 
1 Peter iv. 16. Matt. v. 48. But Mr. T. does not pretend 
that this is possible, even by the assistance of divine grace. 
(XIII. 61.) 

Mr. T.’s third topic of argument is thus expressed: ‘‘ All 
who are not saved will be more miserable than if Christ had 
never died for sinners. If Christ did not die for them, they 
cannot, nor ever could, possibly avoid this. his cannot be 
reconciled to the scripture account of divine justice and good- 
ness.” (XIil. 120.) Answer, 1. This can only be said ot 
those who have heard the gospel, and rejected it, and not of 
‘all who are not saved,” that they will be more miserable than 
if Christ had never died. Supposing this argument, there- 
fore, to be valid, it will not prove that Christ, in laying down 
his life, designed the salvation of all men universally, but 
merely of those to whom the gospel is exhibited. 2. It is no 
way inconsistent with the justice or goodness of God. to suffer 
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good to be the occasion of evil. The gospel was preached to 
the unbelieving Jews, even after it was said of them, Hearing 
they shall hear, and not understand ; and seeing they shall see, 
and not perceive; and became the occasion of much sin and 
misery. Matt. xiii. 14.‘ But they might have embraced the 
gospel when it was first preached to them, if they would.’ 
True : and at last, too; or it had been absurd to have preach- 


ed it to them. There was nothing that hindered their believing, 


first or last, but their own wicked hearts. On that account, 
they could not believe. John xii. 39. Yet Christ, at the very 
time this was declared, exhorted them, while they had light to 
believe in the light, that they might be the children of light ; 
(ver. 36.;) and their contempt of his counsel aggravated their 
misery. : 

Mr. T.’s fourth topic of argument is taken from the ‘ ex- 
pressions of scripture, where the extent of Christ’s death is di- 
rectly mentioned. being all universal and unlimited.” Some- 
thing has been said, in the Reply to Philanthropos,* which ac- 
counts for these indefinite modes of speech ; something too, 
which Mr. T., i think, has not sufficiently answered. But 
suppose it were allowed, as has been said before, that the lan- 
guage of scripture, taken in its most literal and plain meaning, 
proves Christ, in some sense, to have died for all mankind ; still, 
if we will give fair scope to other parts of scripture, it is evi- 
dent that, in some sense, he died only fora part. These scrip- 
tures bave been considered in Letter X. and in the Reply to 
Philanthropos, pp. 69—76.}. 

Lastly: Mr. T. observes that ‘several passages evidently 
distinguish between those for whom Christ died, and those 
who will be finally saved. (XIII. 121.) The passages to which 
he refers me are John iii. 16. God so loved tue wortn, that 
he gave his only begotten Son, that wHosorveR believeth in him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life; and Matt. xxii. 
1-11. concerning the marriage-feast, and provision being made 
for those who did not come; with John vi. 39. My Father 
giveth vou the true bread from heaven; which, as he observes 
was spoken tothe Jews in general, without restriction. (1X. 
83.) 
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These passages prove, that there is that in the death of 
Christ which lays a foundation for any sinner to apply to God 
in his name; and that, with an assurance of success. But 
this is no more than I have admitted. In the invitations of 
the gospel being general, we are both agreed ; and also ina 
provision of pardon and acceptance on behalf of all who be- 
lieve ; and that, therefore, there is no impossibility in the way 

. of men’s salvation, but what consists in the temper of their 
own minds. But this does not disprove either the reality or 
necessity of an effectual provision of grace in behalf of all who 
are finally saved. 

{ conclude this: letter by recommending Mr. T. to consider 
whether his scheme is not inconsistent with fact. If I under- 
stand him, he supposes, that “ final misery’? comes not upon 
any of the sons of men “ by their original depravity, nor by 
their transgression of the law, but by their rejection of the 
overtures of mercy.” Hence he supposes, that ‘all who are 
not saved will be more miserable than if Christ had not died 
for sinners.” (IX. 86. XIII. 120.) Though the above ex- 
pressions might be considered as meant only of those sinners 
who hear the gospel, yet his subsequent reasonings indicate 
that he viewed it as applicable to all mankind. He speaks, 
all along, as if our Saviour had not only died for the. whole 
world, but as if the whole world had heard the gospel. and as if 
none could perish, c@nsistently with the justice and goodness of 
God, but for their rejection of it. Thus he goes on, bearing 
all down before him: “If Christ died for all, these reasons for 
their final condemnation and misery are all perfectly clear 
and easy ; because the provision being made for them, (that 
is, for all,) aNp ExHIBITED To THEM, (that is, to all,) they 
could not perish, unless by rejection of that provision. Diffi- 
culty and inconsistency is all removed.’ (IX. 87.) This is 
talking at a high rate. Thus many a writer, as well as Mr. T., 
has set in his study, and formed a theory, and delighted himself 
with its excellency. But bring it to experience and fact. Is it 
¥act, that the provision of the gospel has been, or is, ‘* exhibit- 
ed to all?” Mr. T.’s system requires that it should; and he 
seems to wish to take it for granted that it. actually has; but 
facts contradict it. , 
Tam, &c. 
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LETTER XIII. 
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Dear Sir, * 


Trere is doubtless, an analogy between the works of God. 
Whatever variety there is in the works of creation, provi- 
dence, or redemption, there are some general principles 
wherein they all agree. On this supposition, I argued for 
the consistency of sinners being exhorted and invited to re- 
turn home to God by Jesus Christ, though no such provision 
be made for their return as shall remove their moral inability 
to comply. Thus, or to this effect, I have expressed it in my 
Reply.* Mr. T. here complains of the darkness of my rea- 
soning. (XIII. 124.) How far this is just, I shall not de- 
cide; but this is pretty evident, that there must have been 
darkness somewhere, or there could not haye been such an- 
swers given, as there are. 

| argued, in the first place, from the appointment of God 
respecting the time of human life. Men are exhorted to use 
means for prolonging their lives; and yet the time of their 
life is appointed of God; and some of them, as king Saul and 
Judas, for instance, have been under the dominion of a moral 
impotency, in regard to preserving life. They were given 
up of God to their own wickedness, like those who cannot 
cease from sin; and it was the purpose of a just God, for 
reasons satisfactory to himself, thus to give them up. 

But Mr. T. asks, ‘“‘Supposing God has fixed the duration 
of every man’s life, has he appointed (he should have said ez- 
horted) men to use means to prolong their lives beyond that 
duration?” (XIIL. 126.) If self-preservation is a duty, and 
if God, at all times, exhorts us to exercise it; then it undoubt- 
edly was the duty of Saul, Ahithophel, and Judas, to have 
sed means to prolong their lives beyond the period to which 


* T did not undertake to prove, as Mr. 'T. expresses it, “the consistency 
of gospel invitations, where no provision is made.” I admitted a prevision, 
and explained in what sense I admitted it. Reply, pp. 89, 90.* 
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they actually lived. The former, and his armour-bearer, 
ought to have avoided the sword, and the latter the rope. 
But ‘has God told us, that we shall certainly die at the time 
he has appointed, if we do not usé the means of prolonging 
life ?”? If I understand this question, it is intended to deny 
that the time of man’s life is appointed of God, any otherwise 
than on condition of their using means. Doubtless, he that 


. has appointed the end, has appointed the means; and Mr. T. 


should remember, that he has just admitted the appointment 
to be absolute, and professed now to be reasoning upon that 
supposition. But ‘has he assured us that all the means we 
use shail certainly succeed?” No, he has not; but I do not 
see, wherein this difference between the case in hand and the 
call of the gospel affects the argument. But “if we die at 
the time God has sappointed, does he charge that to our ac- 
count, and say, it was because we did not use means to pro- 
Jong our lives? Certainly, he does. not lay his own appoint- 
ments to our charge ; but he may the time and manner of our 
death, and punish us for them, so far as they were owing to 
our sin, even though he has appointed to give us up to that 
sin. This was true of Saul and Judas, who ought to have 
used means to live longer than they did, and exposed them- 
selves. to future punishment for using the contrary. But 
‘¢does the great God declare and swear, that he would not 
have us die naturally, at the time when he has absolutely ap- 


_pointed that we should die? Does he say, we might live longer 


if we would? that he has called us to live longer; and, if 
we do not, it is because we wilt not? Mr. T. should re- 
member, I was not reasoning from the case of those who 
‘¢ die naturally,” but from the case of such who, through their 
own sin, ‘‘come to what is called:an untimely end,” as did 
Saul and Judas: and, in these instances, each of his questions 
may be answered in the affirmative. And a similar instance 
we have in the case of those Jews who died by the sword, by 
the famine, and by the pestilence, in consequence of their re- 
fusal to submit to the yoke of Nebuchadnezzar, in Jer. xxvii. 
13., which case I would recommend to the close attention of the 
Pseudo-Calvinists, as well as to that of Mr. Taylor. * 

1 argued, in the second place, from the appointments of 
God respecting our portion in this life. Men are exhorted 


& 
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and invited to seek after those good things, and to avoid those 
evil things, which, yet, many of them are morally unable to 
pursue or to ayoid ;, and God has appointed to leave them, in 
this case, to their own negligence and depravity * Mr. T.’s 
questions under this head, (XIU. 127.) as under the former, 
are not in point. The question is, not whether all troubles 
arise from indiscretion, or any particular sin of the party: if 
any do, that is sufficient for my argument. If there are trou- 
bles which might be avoided, if we would, and if it is the re- 
vealed will of God that we should avoid them, that is suffi- 
cient. Pharaoh and Sihon were exhorted and invited to com- 
ply with the messages of peace that were sent them ; and yet 
they were under the dominion of a moral impotency to com- 
ply ; and God had appointed to leave them to the hardness of 
their hearts, in which they perished, and inyolved themselves 
in ruin. 

Nor is it in point for Mr. T. to allege, that no directions 
are given in scripture, with encouragements and promises an- 
nexed, which the great God does not give power to practise, 
and with regard to which he has not provided such a sufficien- 
cy, as that the practice invariably answers the ends designed 
by it, according to the tenor of the directions, and promises or 
encouragements connected with them.” (XIII. 128.) All 
this is granted, both in respect to the things of this. life, and al- 
so of that to come, and is no more than what perfectly accords 
with my views of the gospel. I never supposed but that Pha- 
raoh and, Sihon had power, strictly speaking, to comply with 
the messages that were sent to them, or that there would have 
been any want of sufficiency, on God’s part, to have made good 
his promises, in case they had complied. 

I argued, in the third place, from events which imply the 
evil actions of men coming under divine appointment. The 
Jews, in the time of Christ, were exhorted and invited to em- 


* Admitting, that, in some sense, Christ is given to the world in gen- 
eral, yet I suppose that it is in the same sense in which the earth is said 
to be given to the children of men; (Psa. cxv. 16.) in which general gift 
God still reserves to himself the power of disposing in a way of special 
providence,tof all its particular parts to particular persons, even to such 
a degree, that every individual has a cup assigned him to drink—a Zof, 
which Providence marks out for him, 
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brace the gospel ; and yet they were under the dominion of a 
moral impotency to comply; and it appears from many pas- 
sages of scripture, that God had determined not to turn their 
hearts, but to give them over to their own ways, which would 
certainly: issue in the crucifixion of Christ, and in their own 
destruction. As Jehovah had said, long before, to. their fore- 
fathers, in the days of Jeremiah, Be thou instructed, O Jerusa- 
fem, lest my soul depart from thee; while yet the prophet 
says, immediately after, respecting those very persons, To 
whom shall I speak and give warning, that they may hear? 
Behold their ear is uncircumcised and they cannot hearken ; 
so our Lord remarked to his disciples, Unto you it is given to 
know the mystery of the kingdom of God: but unto them that 
are without, all things are done in parables: that seeing they 
may see, and not perceive, and hearing they may hear, and 
not understand ; lest at any time they should be converted, and 
their sins should be forgiven them. Thus, of the same persons 
to whom the blessed Jesus had said, While ye have light, be- 
lieve in the®light, that ye may be the children of light ; it is 
added immediately, But though he had done so many miracles 
before them, yet they believed not on him: that the saying of 
Esaias the prophet might be fulfilled, which he spake, Lord, 
who hath beleved our report? and to whom hath the arm of 
the Lord been revealed? Therefore they covtp nor believe, 
because that Esaias said again, He hath blinded their eyes, and 
hardened their heart, that they should not see with their eyes, 
nor understand with their heart, and be converted, and I should 
heal them.* 

Perhaps Mr. T. will say, ‘But they might have had grace 
before that time.’ Be that as it may, it makes nothing to the 
argument; seeing they were exhorted and invited, at the 
time in which it was declared they could not believe. 

I suppose God has willed, appointed, or ordained, to per- 
mit sin, Mr. T. is not fond of saying that God permits sin. 
I suppose he would not object to the term suffer, which is 
applied to the existence of moral evil. Acts xiv. 16. He 
suffered all nations to walk in their own ways; and the term 
permit, as any English dictionary will inform us, conveys the 


* Jer, vi, 8.10. Markiv. 11,12. John xii. 36-—40, 
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same idea, ‘“‘to suffer without authorizing or approving,” 
which is the only sense in which we use it on this subject ; 
though the word is sometimes used in a different signification, 
as ‘to allow by not forbidding,’ or even ‘to authorize.’ Mr. 
T’s notions of what is necessary to free agency have already 
considered, in the eginning of Letter HI. of 

The next topic of argument is taken from those who had 
sinned the sin against the Holy Spirit, being notwithstanding 
exhorted to embrace the Lord Jesus: from whence I con- 
clude, that such exhortations and invitations were addressed 
to some “men, whom, at the same time, strictly speaking, “it 
was not the intention of Christ to save.” Mr. T.’s answer to 
this is foreign from the point. He “hopes Mr. F. will not 
assert, that those who sin against the Holy Spirit do it neces- 
sarily, and never were, or could be, able to avoid it, either 
by their own power, or by the power of divine grace.”** How 
they came to sin that sin is not the question. I did not ar- 
gue from what they were before, or at the time, but from their 
state after having committed that sin. His accounting for 
the consistency of gospel invitations being addressed to them, 
after they had sinned the unpardonable sin, by alleging, that 
provision had been made for them, though now ‘they had 
sinned themselves beyond the reach of it.” (XIII. 130.) is 
equally foreign. To argue that it is consistent to give an ex- 
hortation or invitation to-day, because grace might have been 
obtained yesterday, is absurd. If the gospel and its invitations 
were addressed to them, when their destruction was certain, 
then it is not inconsistent to address those invitations even to 
men who as it may afterwards prove, were, at the very time, 
as the just reward of their iniquity, appointed to utter de- 
struction. The indefinite call of the gospel including them 


, a 


* XIIL. 129, It is to very little purpose to controvert with Mr. T. so 
long as he is determined to affix to terms, ideas which we utterly disa- 
vow. Itis plain that by necessarily, he means by compulsion, or in such 
sort as they were not able to avoid, let them strive ever so sincerely 
against it. He need not question my denying, that the sin against the 
Holy Spirit, or any other sin, could be committed in this way. Our 
idea of moral necessity is no other than that of certainty, or a certain 
connexion between evil principles anc evil practices, unless prevented by 
some exterior cause. 
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as well as others, and the declaration of our Lord, Him that 
cometh to me I will in nowise cast out, holding good in re- 
gard to them, as well as any others; it might be said with 
truth, that there was no natural impossibility in the way of 
their salvation; that, if they had repented, they would have 
found mercy. But the impossibility respected their being 
brought to repentance. Heb. vi. 4.6. They were under the 
power of a moral impotence ; or, which is the same thing, of a 
rooted enmity to Christ ; and God had determined to leave them 
in that state, to perish for their sin. 

I argued, in the next place, from the moral Acta of 
all men to love God with all their hearts, and their neigh- 
bours as themselves; which, yet, we are exhorted to. Deut. 
v. 29. Matt. v.48. ‘“Perhaps,’’ says Mr. T. “ these premises 
might be fairly disputed.” (XIII. 130.) That they might be 
disputed, is true; but surely not by Mr. T. He does not 
profess, that grace is provided sufficient to enable men to keep 
the law, but barely to comply with the gospel. (XIII. 61.) 


_ And surely he cannot dispute our being exhorted to it: what 


meaning else is there in the above cited passages? ‘But, 
admitting the premises,” says Mr, T. “surely Mr. Fuller will 
allow, that God originally gave man power sufficient to keep 
the moral law : otherwise, hcw could man be justly condemned 
for breaking it 2” True : but what has the original power given 
to man to do with the argument, which concerns men in their 
present state? They are now exhorted to love God with all 
their hearts; and yet they are under a moral inability to 
comply ; and grace is not provided, to enable them to comply. 
Compare Deut. v. 29. with xxix.4, These are facts, and facts 
that are in point, too. The difference between the law and the ' 
gospel, on which Mr. T. dwells, makes nothing to his purpose. 
The above facts will prove, that a moral ability, which men 
either possess, or might possess, is not necessary to render ex- 
hortations consistent. 

Mr. T.’s argument, from the power that was given man 
originally to keep the law, for a power in men to comply with 
the gospel, is very just, provided it be understood of power, 
properly so called; namely, a capacity to embrace it, if they 
would. But if by power he means inclination, (as he must, 
if it is of any use to him,) that is quite another thing. God 
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is under no obligation to turn men’ 5 hearts, i 4 order to free fie. oe 
messages to them from the charge of inconsistency. ; = ne 

Lastly, { argued from the certain perseverance of believers. 
, 


This subject, if Mr. T. admits it, must contradict his notion of 
a certain and effectual influence upon the mind being inconsist- 
ent with free agency, (XIII. 129.) and will prove, that an abso- 
lute purpose in God to accomplish an end, is consistent with the ‘3 
use of means, motives, warnings, counsels, &c. ° 
What remains of Mr. T.’s performance has either been oc- ed 

casionally noticed already, or is of such a nature as not to 

require an answer. He drops several remarks, towards the 

close of his piece, which are very good; in which I heartily 

unite with him. Whatever I may think of his sentiments. my | 

good opinion of Mr. T.’s integrity and piety is not lessened by 

this controversy. Heartily desiring that every blessing may 

_attend us all, and that we may each be led into the truth as it is 


in Jesus, : . 
T remain, cd x , 
Dear Sir, 
Affectionately yours, 
AGNOSTOS. 
* 
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